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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 22, 2001

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BASS).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 22, 2001.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHARLES F.
BASS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Rebecca Hartvigsen,
Home of Guiding Hands, Santee, Cali-
fornia, offered the following prayer:

Every head bowed, every eye closed.

Thank You, God, for being here this
morning.

Surround us, remind us, You have
fearfully and wonderfully made us all.
From the most impaired to the most
vigorous, You are not a respecter of
persons.

You know each by name. You know
the numbers of hairs counted on our
head. You know our thoughts this mo-
ment and at all times.

Please walk among Members of the
Congress. Pour out Your anointing of
wisdom, knowledge, understanding. As-
sign each bodyguards of Godliness and
integrity. Give all freshness of spirit,
renewed faith; brighten their hopes for
peace, justice for all. Touch Your serv-
ants, Father. Bless them and bless
their families.

Bless all who live, love and work in
this great Nation.

In His name, Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY) come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HINCHEY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 132. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
620 Jacaranda Street in Lanai City, Hawaii,
as the ‘“‘Goro Hokama Post Office Building.”’

H.R. 395. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
2305 Minton Road in West Melbourne, Flor-
ida, as the ‘““‘Ronald W. Reagan Post Office of
West Melbourne, Florida.”

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 101-549, the
Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead-
er, appoints Josephine S. Cooper, of
Washington, D.C., to the Board of Di-
rectors of the Mickey Leland National
Urban Air Toxics Research Center, vice
Joseph H. Graziano.

——————

WELCOMING REVEREND REBECCA
HARTVIGSEN

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago we passed a resolution offer-
ing our deepest sympathies to the vic-
tims of the tragedy at Santana High
School in San Diego County. Today of-
fering our prayer is Reverend Rebecca
Hartvigsen who participated with what
she described as a multitude of spir-
itual leaders whose counseling of par-
ents and students has started the heal-
ing process in east San Diego County.

We offer all those spiritual leaders
who have taken on this burden of the
heart our warmest thanks.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes
from each side.

——————

OUT WITH THE OLD, IN WITH THE
NEW

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the Bush
administration has begun to right the
wrongs of the past 8 years.

This week, the Department of Inte-
rior announced that it would suspend
mining regulations forced on the public
in the waning minutes of the Clinton
administration. Known as the 3809 reg-
ulations, the Clinton changes would
have resulted in the loss of more than
3,000 jobs in Nevada alone and an eco-
nomic shortfall in that State of up to
$350 million. In addition, the regula-
tions would have forced the United
States to become just as dependent on
foreign-mined metals as we are on for-
eign-produced oil, the recipe for yet an-
other national crisis. And it would
have been the American consumers
who would have suffered.

Luckily, a new day has dawned and a
new administration has arrived. The
public can again have faith in their
government and know that their views
will be heard.

I yield back the last-minute, reckless
decisions of the prior administration
and welcome the fair, responsible and
sensible disposition of the new Bush
administration.

——————

INTERNATIONAL CHILD
ABDUCTION

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, next
week the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) and I will be attending the
Fourth Special Commission on The
Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects
of International Child Abduction.
Later this morning we will have the
opportunity to vote on a resolution
that urges all contracting states to
The Hague Convention on the Civil As-
pects of International Child Abduction
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to adopt a resolution drafted by the
International Center for Missing and
Exploited Children that would rec-
ommend that the Permanent Bureau of
The Hague produce and promote Prac-
tice Guides to assist in the implemen-
tation and operation of the Conven-
tion.

While great strides have been made,
we recognize that there are serious
shortcomings in its implementation.
These Practice Guides, therefore, are
necessary.

There will be no parents included
from the U.S. on the trip to The Hague.
So at this time I would like to let the
parents of abducted children, including
people like Lady Catherine Meyer, Jo-
seph Cooke, Jim Rinaman, Tom Syl-
vester, Tom Johnson and others know
that I have heard their stories, I have
heard their voices, and I will be rep-
resenting them and their concerns be-
fore the 60 contracting parties. Their
voices will be heard there.

CONGRATULATING FOUNDERS OF
MIAMI'S WOMEN’S PARK AND
HISTORY GALLERY

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK) and I wish to congratulate the
founders of Miami Women’s Park and
History Gallery:

Mother of the Park and women’s
rights pioneer, Roxcy O’Neal Bolton;
chair of the committee, Judge Bonnie
Lano Rippingille; secretary, Teresa
Zorilla Clark; treasurer, Molly Turner;
and historian, Dr. Dorothy Jenkins
Fields.

I also congratulate and as well the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK)
congratulates founders Leona Cooper,
Katherine Fernandez-Rundle, Diane
Brant, Colette McCurdy Jackson, Dr.
Patricia Clements, and the late Elaine
Gordon, Monna Lighte and Helen Mil-
ler.

Judge Rippingille also founded Sis-
ters of the Heart, a program that links
delinquent girls with positive female
role models.

Tomorrow, the Park will exhibit 100
years of African American Women’s
History, narrated by historian Dr. Jen-
kins Fields. The girls will learn of Afri-
can American women in literature and
in the suffrage movement. They will
write essays and paint posters with
positive images.

We congratulate the Women’s Park
Committee for the contributions of
women in South Florida and for leav-
ing a positive legacy by investing in
the lives of our future leaders. Tomor-
row’s leaders are today’s girls.
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CDBG RENEWAL ACT

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
today, with the support of 50 of my col-
leagues, I am introducing the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Re-
newal Act, a bill that directs more
CDBG funding to the low and moderate
income people so that the CDBG pro-
gram should serve.

The basic mission of the Community
Development Block Grant program is
to direct Federal funding to the need-
iest among us. Today, pressures on low
and moderate income people are more
acute than ever before because of a se-
vere shortage of affordable housing, the
growing loss of public housing units
and the changes in welfare law.

Mr. Speaker, the CDBG program is
not a revenue-sharing measure. It is
not meant to simply redistribute
money from the Federal Government
to the States and local governments
for any purposes whatsoever. Rather,
the Community Development Block
Grant program is to build housing, to
provide safe, healthy housing for peo-
ple who cannot afford market rents. It
is meant to provide economic develop-
ment and jobs for people with low and
moderate income.

My bill would amend the CDBG stat-
ute to better reflect the original spirit
and intent of the law. It will require
grantees to spend at least 80 percent of
their CDBG funds to directly benefit
low and moderate income people.

——————

LOS SERRANOS COUNTRY CLUB
ADOPTS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to recognize the part-
nership that has been forged between
Los Serranos Country Club in Chino
Hills, California, and Los Serranos Ele-
mentary School.

Jack Kramer, the owner of the Los
Serranos Country Club, has committed
to donating $10,000 a year over the next
5 years to the Los Serranos Elemen-
tary School. The first to participate in
the Chino Valley Unified School Dis-
trict’s new Adopt-A-School program,
Mr. Kramer is demonstrating one way
businesses can support their local
schools.

Mr. Kramer’s desire to improve his
community is admirable and worthy of
praise. As the first business owner to
participate in this program, he has set
an outstanding example to other busi-
ness leaders, and his generosity has
most certainly set a high standard.
However, most noteworthy is Mr. Kra-
mer’s reason for participating. His sim-
ple statement, ‘‘it’s worthwhile,” says
everything about education.
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PEACE IN THE BALKANS RE-
QUIRES INDEPENDENCE FOR
KOSOVO

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. From the United
Nations to heads of state, everyone is
hoping against hope for peace in the
Balkans. I do not want to rain on ev-
eryone’s parade, but in my opinion
there will never be peace in the Bal-
kans until there is independence for
Kosovo. The bottom line, it is the right
thing to do. Ninety percent of the citi-
zens of Kosovo are ethnic Albanians.
Freedom and independence for Kosovo
is the only long-term solution for a
lasting peace in the Balkans.

I yield back the fact that map bound-
aries have been redrawn regularly
throughout history to accomplish
peace.

—————

NURSE JILL STANEK TO ADDRESS
LAWMAKERS TODAY

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at noon
today, some of us will be hearing from
Jill Stanek, a nurse from Christ Hos-
pital in Oak Lawn, Illinois. She will be
sharing some actual experiences with
us, telling us what happens when a
baby survives an abortion. That is
something we do not often hear about.

Just what does happen? Babies sur-
vive abortion more often than one
might think. One day Julie found a
small living baby in a soiled utility
room at her hospital, 22 weeks old,
aborted because he had Down’s Syn-
drome. His mother had an abortion,
but he survived. The hospital did not
know what to do with him, so he was
just left in that cold room, lying naked
on the counter. No one lifted a finger
to help him live. Jill sat and cradled
him in her arms for 45 minutes until he
died.

Mr. Speaker, last year we passed the
Born Alive Infants Protection Act in
the House to make it clear that all in-
fants who are born alive, even if they
were supposed to be aborted, are treat-
ed as legal persons under Federal law.
Soon, it will be introduced again.

Today, I invite my colleagues just to
come and listen to Jill tell her story. It
will take place in Room 311 Cannon at
12 noon.

———
U.N. CONVENTION ON  ELIMI-
NATION OF DISCRIMINATION

AGAINST WOMEN

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, in
honor of International Women’s Day on
March 8, 68 of my House colleagues and
I sent a letter to the Secretary of State
urging the Bush administration to sup-
port U.S. ratification of CEDAW, the
U.N. convention on the elimination of
all forms of discrimination against
women.

Ratified by 166 other nations,
CEDAW establishes a universal defini-
tion of discrimination against women
and provides international standards
for equality in education, health care,
employment, commercial transactions
and public life.

This Congress, I have reintroduced
House Resolution 18, and I ask my col-
leagues to become cosponsors. Let us
send a message loud and clear to
women in this Nation and all over the
world that the United States is truly
committed to protecting women’s
rights.

————
A CASE OF SELECTIVE INSANITY?

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, this morning we had a guest
chaplain who opened our session with
prayer. We have a full-time chaplain.
So does our Senate. So do a lot of ath-
letic teams and our military services
each have a large number of chaplains.
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And our schools have condoms.

Mr. Speaker, I wish that you could
help me and at least 150 million other
Americans understand why chaplains
and prayers are good for our House of
Representatives, good for our Senate,
good for our athletic teams and good
for our soldiers and sailors and marines
and airmen. And condoms are good for
our kids. Is this a case of selective in-
sanity?

———

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

(Ms. CARSON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, historically domestic violence has
been a silent epidemic. According to a
recent study conducted by the Com-
monwealth Fund, almost 4 million
women are physically abused each year
in the United States.

Domestic violence is the leading
cause of injury to women in this coun-
try, where they are more likely to be
assaulted, injured, raped or killed by a
male partner than any other type of as-
sailant.

However many politicians, inten-
tionally or unintentionally, have not
dealt with this serious and destructive
epidemic. In my district alone, judicial
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levels have been totally insensitive to
the plight of victims of domestic vio-
lence to the extent of sending perpetra-
tors home on home monitors, with
ankle bracelets; and they eventually go
out and kill the victim without being
noticed by the system until it is way
too late.

We need to expand the Call to Pro-
tect program, continue funding
through VAWA and demand that the
Violence Against Women Office in the
Department of Justice becomes perma-
nent.

We can tackle the undiagnosed treat-
ment of women before it matures into
violence by conducting early preven-
tion to teach young people the impor-
tance of supporting and respecting one
another.

—————

TAX RELIEF AND A BUDGET FOR
EVERY FAMILY

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, this
week the House Committee on the
Budget will take the first step towards
passing the budget for fiscal year 2002.
Our budget is a bold and responsible
statement that places the concerns of
hard-working American families ahead
of the concerns of the Washington bu-
reaucracy.

With budget surpluses in Wash-
ington, we have an opportunity to
shore up Social Security, protect Medi-
care, pay down our record amount of
debt, and provide relief from enor-
mously high tax burdens.

Federal taxes are the highest they
have ever been since World War II.
When you combine the overall tax bur-
den of local, State, and Federal govern-
ments, plus the cost of regulations,
folks are giving almost half of what
they make back to their government.
This is unacceptable and needs to be
changed.

Without a doubt, working Americans
need a break. This is not the time for
politicians in Washington to point fin-
gers of blame at the current state of
the economy. We must rise above the
partisan bickering and pass legislation
that will provide immediate and mean-
ingful relief to hard-working American
families.

———

DANGERS OF ARSENIC LEVELS IN
DRINKING WATER

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to call to the attention of the Members
of the House an issue of great public
concern because it affects public
health.

In 1997, this Congress directed the
Environmental Protection Agency to
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upgrade standards for arsenic across
the country. The standards that we
have today have been in effect since
1942. They are 50 parts per billion of ar-
senic in drinking water. All around the
world, countries have raised the stand-
ards to 10 parts per billion, because ar-
senic in drinking water is known to
cause cancer of the bladder, the uri-
nary tract, lung cancer, and other ail-
ments.

The backtracking on this rule that
took place earlier this week is of great
concern to all of us. The Bush adminis-
tration has announced that it will not
follow through on reducing arsenic in
drinking water. This is a threat to the
health and safety of more than 31 mil-
lion Americans who now drink water
with elevated levels of arsenic. Most of
these people live in the southwestern
portion of our country.

I call upon the Bush administration
and this Congress to stick by the rais-
ing of these standards for arsenic in
drinking water. This is a matter of
grave concern for public health and
safety.

WELCOMING COACH RICK PITINO
BACK TO KENTUCKY

(Mrs. NORTHUP asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, when
the people around this country think
about Louisville, Kentucky, a number
of positive images come to mind. We
are known as the hometown of sports
legends Muhammad Ali, Pee Wee
Reese, Denny Crum, and Paul Hornung.
We are known as the home of the
greatest 2 minutes in sports, the run-
ning of the Kentucky Derby. And, of
course, we are home to the world-fa-
mous Louisville Slugger baseball bat.

Mr. Speaker, another sports legend,
Rick Pitino, has returned home to Ken-
tucky, this time as head basketball
coach at the University of Louisville.
Coach Pitino is no stranger to our
State. He led the University of Ken-
tucky Wildcats to a national cham-
pionship in 1996.

We are thrilled to have Coach Pitino
back where he belongs, in the Blue-
grass State. No one likes to win bas-
ketball games more than Coach Pitino.
But more importantly, he will set a
great example for our children and
young adults, inspiring them to set
high goals and then work hard to
achieve success.

Coach, welcome back to Kentucky
and to the University of Louisville.

————

URGING CONGRESS TO LIMIT
TRASH IMPORTATION

(Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend her remarks.)
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Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, news came last week that the
Fresh Kills landfill on Staten Island
that has taken municipal waste from
New York City is scheduled to be
closed in a couple of weeks, a few
months ahead of what was expected.
Now that Fresh Kills will soon be clos-
ing, the problem of municipal waste
being hauled interstate becomes all the
more acute.

Virginians are certainly not fond of
the trash trucks coming down I-95,
bringing out-of-state garbage through
their communities to dump sites in the
State. Not only is the trash unwanted,
but the added large-truck traffic has
made many local rural roads unsafe.

State legislative efforts to stem this
invasion of garbage into the Common-
wealth have been frustrated by Federal
courts labeling trash as ‘‘commerce,”
and thus subject to only Congress’ reg-
ulation pursuant to the commerce
clause of the Constitution.

This morning I am urging my col-
leagues in Congress to pass tough legis-
lation that will empower States to
limit the amount of trash being
brought within their borders. The clos-
ing of Fresh Kills makes this legisla-
tion all the more urgent, since New
York is apparently counting on export-
ing even more of their trash. Vir-
ginians do not want this garbage com-
ing into their communities, and I ask
Congress’ help in getting action on this
problem.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BAss). Pursuant to clause 8, rule XX,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings on today’s
motion to suspend the rules if a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or if the vote is objected to
under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record vote on the postponed
question will be taken later today.

————

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL
OF VALOR ACT OF 2001

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 802) to authorize the
Public Safety Officer Medal of Valor,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 802

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Public Safe-
ty Officer Medal of Valor Act of 2001”°.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF MEDAL.

After September 1, 2001, the President may
award, and present in the name of Congress,
a Medal of Valor of appropriate design, with
ribbons and appurtenances, to a public safety
officer who is cited by the Attorney General,
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upon the recommendation of the Medal of
Valor Review Board, for extraordinary valor
above and beyond the call of duty. The Pub-
lic Safety Medal of Valor shall be the highest
national award for valor by a public safety
officer.

SEC. 3. MEDAL OF VALOR BOARD.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.—There is es-
tablished a Medal of Valor Review Board
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the
““Board’’), which shall be composed of 11
members appointed in accordance with sub-
section (b) and shall conduct its business in
accordance with this Act.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) MEMBERS.—The members of the Board
shall be individuals with knowledge or exper-
tise, whether by experience or training, in
the field of public safety, of which—

(A) two shall be appointed by the majority
leader of the Senate;

(B) two shall be appointed by the minority
leader of the Senate;

(C) two shall be appointed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives;

(D) two shall be appointed by the minority
leader of the House of Representatives; and

(E) three shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, including one with experience in fire-
fighting, one with experience in law enforce-
ment, and one with experience in emergency
services.

(2) TERM.—The term of a Board member
shall be 4 years.

(3) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the mem-
bership of the Board shall not affect the pow-
ers of the Board and shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appointment.

(4) OPERATION OF THE BOARD.—

(A) CHAIRMAN.—The Chairman of the Board
shall be elected by the members of the Board
from among the members of the Board.

(B) MEETINGS.—The Board shall conduct its
first meeting not later than 90 days after the
appointment of the last member appointed of
the initial group of members appointed to
the Board. Thereafter, the Board shall meet
at the call of the Chairman of the Board. The
Board shall meet not less often than twice
each year.

(C) VOTING AND RULES.—A majority of the
members shall constitute a quorum to con-
duct business, but the Board may establish a
lesser quorum for conducting hearings sched-
uled by the Board. The Board may establish
by majority vote any other rules for the con-
duct of the Board’s business, if such rules are
not inconsistent with this Act or other appli-
cable law.

(c) DUTIES.—The Board shall select can-
didates as recipients of the Medal of Valor
from among those applications received by
the National Medal of Valor Office. Not more
often than once each year, the Board shall
present to the Attorney General the name or
names of those it recommends as Medal of
Valor recipients. In a given year, the Board
shall not be required to select any recipients
but may not select more than 5 recipients.
The Attorney General may in extraordinary
cases increase the number of recipients in a
given year. The Board shall set an annual
timetable for fulfilling its duties under this
Act.

(d) HEARINGS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board may hold such
hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, administer such oaths, take such tes-
timony, and receive such evidence as the
Board considers advisable to carry out its
duties.

(2) WITNESS EXPENSES.—Witnesses re-
quested to appear before the Board may be
paid the same fees as are paid to witnesses
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under section 1821 of title 28, United States
Code. The per diem and mileage allowances
for witnesses shall be paid from funds appro-
priated to the Board.

(e) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Board may secure directly from
any Federal department or agency such in-
formation as the Board considers necessary
to carry out its duties. Upon the request of
the Board, the head of such department or
agency may furnish such information to the
Board.

(f) INFORMATION TO BE KEPT CONFIDEN-
TIAL.—The Board shall not disclose any in-
formation which may compromise an ongo-
ing law enforcement investigation or is oth-
erwise required by law to be kept confiden-
tial.

SEC. 4. BOARD PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—(1) Except
as provided in paragraph (2), each member of
the Board shall be compensated at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code, for each day (in-
cluding travel time) during which such mem-
ber is engaged in the performance of the du-
ties of the Board.

(2) All members of the Board who serve as
officers or employees of the United States, a
State, or a local government, shall serve
without compensation in addition to that re-
ceived for those services.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of
the Board shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of service for the Board.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER.—The term
‘“‘public safety officer’” means a person serv-
ing a public agency, with or without com-
pensation, as a firefighter, law enforcement
officer, or emergency services officer, as de-
termined by the Attorney General. For the
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘‘law
enforcement officer’ includes a person who
is a corrections or court officer or a civil de-
fense officer.

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means each
of the several States of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Attorney General such sums as may be
necessary to carry out this Act.

SEC. 7. NATIONAL MEDAL OF VALOR OFFICE.

There is established within the Depart-
ment of Justice a National Medal of Valor
Office. The Office shall provide staff support
to the Board to establish criteria and proce-
dures for the submission of recommendations
of nominees for the Medal of Valor and for
the final design of the Medal of Valor.

SEC. 8. CONFORMING REPEAL.

Section 15 of the Federal Fire Prevention
and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2214) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting
the following new subsection (a):

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished an honorary award for the recogni-
tion of outstanding and distinguished service
by public safety officers to be known as the
Director’s Award For Distinguished Public
Safety Service (‘Director’s Award’).”’;
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(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and

(B) by striking “(2)’;

(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and
redesignating subsections (e), (f), and (g) as
subsections (c¢), (d), and (e), respectively; and

(4) in subsection (c), as so redesignated—

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and

(B) by striking “(2)”".

SEC. 9. CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.

The Board shall consult with the Institute
of Heraldry within the Department of De-
fense regarding the design and artistry of the
Medal of Valor. The Board may also consider
suggestions received by the Department of
Justice regarding the design of the medal,
including those made by persons not em-
ployed by the Department.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 802.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 802, the Public
Safety Officer Medal of Valor Act of
2001, was introduced by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH), chairman of
the Subcommittee on Crime, together
with the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT), the ranking minority member
of the Subcommittee on Crime.

This bill establishes a National
Medal of Valor to be awarded each year
by the President in the name of Con-
gress to public safety officers who have
displayed the highest degree of valor in
the performance of their duties.

The bill is substantially similar to
H.R. 802, introduced in the 106th and
105th Congresses. In the 106th Congress,
the Committee on the Judiciary re-
ported H.R. 46 by voice vote, and the
bill passed the House by a recorded
vote of 412 to 2. In the 105th Congress,
the committee reported H.R. 4090 by
voice vote, and the House passed the
bill by voice vote as well. Unfortu-
nately, neither bill became law. H.R.
802 presently before us was ordered fa-
vorably reported by voice vote out of
the Committee on the Judiciary on
March 8.

Mr. Speaker, many countries award a
national medal to public safety officers
for heroism in the line of duty. Unfor-
tunately, the United States does not.
This bill would rectify that short-
coming. I believe it fitting and proper
that our Nation honor those public
safety officers who demonstrate the
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highest forms of heroism and valor in
the course of their duties. I urge all of
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join my col-
leagues in support of H.R. 802. I am a
cosponsor of the bill, along with many
other members of the Committee on
the Judiciary. This bill would establish
a public safety officer Medal of Valor
to be awarded periodically to selected
public safety officers for ‘‘extraor-
dinary valor above and beyond the call
of duty.”

It provides for the Department of
Justice to solicit, to review, and to
screen nominations from the law en-
forcement community for the award.
Final decisions on the award would be
made by the board, to be appointed by
the President and bipartisan congres-
sional leadership.

The Public Safety Medal of Honor
will be the highest national award for
valor by a public safety officer. This
bill will not only allow members of the
public safety community to recognize
extraordinary heroism within the pro-
fession, but will establish a mechanism
giving that heroism the public recogni-
tion it deserves.

I urge Members to vote for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, many countries recog-
nize their public safety officers with a
national medal. In the United States,
many State and local governments rec-
ognize extraordinary act of heroism by
their public safety officers. At the Fed-
eral level, however, there is no na-
tional medal that may be awarded to
public safety officers, regardless of
which level of government employs
them.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will establish a
medal to be given by the President to
a public safety officer who has dis-
played extraordinary valor above and
beyond the call of duty. The Attorney
General will select the recipients of the
medal, and no more than five medals
may be awarded in any given year.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
Fraternal Order of Police, the National
Troopers Coalition, the International
Brotherhood of Police Officers, and the
Federal Law Enforcement Officers As-
sociation, among others, support this
legislation. I urge my colleagues to
support it as well.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent
award. The public safety officers to be
considered will be fire fighters, law en-
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forcement officers, and emergency
service officers as determined by the
Attorney General. This award is an ex-
tremely important award. I urge Mem-
bers to support the legislation.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
H.R. 802, the Public Safety Officer Medal of
Valor Act. It is appropriate that the President
award a medal to a law enforcement officer
who has performed with bravery beyond the
call of duty.

Our public safety officers put their lives on
the line each and every day, performing acts
of selfless heroism.

For this reason | was proud to sponsor leg-
islation last year, which | am reintroducing this
year, to provide low-cost housing to public
safety workers in our communities.

The families of police officers live in fear of
a knock at the door, the cap carried silently in
hand, as they are informed that an officer has
paid a lasting price, made the ultimate sac-
rifice.

Our men and women of law enforcement
know of this very real possibility, and yet they
strive to be the very best at protecting the
public. As a husband, father, and grandfather,
| am thankful that our law enforcement officers
are there to keep our streets safe.

| am grateful that if a home burns, our fire-
fighters will selflessly speed to the scene, res-
cuing the injured, the trapped, the elderly, the
infirm.

Our emergency personnel, who administer
CPR, drive ambulances, and handle our med-
ical emergencies are also to be saluted for all
of their sacrifices.

This bill is a fitting salute to members of law
enforcement, and it deserves our strong sup-
port.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 802. This important
piece of legislation will authorize our President
to award the Medal of Valor to an outstanding
public safety officer who has demonstrated
valor above and beyond the call of duty. The
Medal of Valor, which would be awarded to an
outstanding firefighter, law enforcement official
or emergency service provider, will shed a
positive spotlight on professionals who risk
their lives so that we can have a civil and safe
society. Their achievements also are a re-
minder of the many ways in which public safe-
ty professionals are making our communities
safer and better places to live every day.

Mr. Speaker, each day the brave men and
women in the areas of public safety serve
every neighborhood, city, and state without
looking for any recognition or awards, Al-
though serving the public can be a thankless
existence at times, | believe the time is long
overdue to recognize and celebrate the
achievements of our public safety officers. As
the Co-Chair of the Congressional Fire Serv-
ices Caucus and an active member of the Law
Enforcement Caucus, | have the privilege of
working with these modern-day heroes and
heroines on issues that will ultimately assist
them in making each and everyone of our
communities a better place to live.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my colleagues to
send a strong message to our public safety of-
ficers by supporting this legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today in support of H.R. 802, Public
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Safety Officer Medal of Valor. | am pleased
that this legislation has moved through the
Congress on an expedited process. | have
strongly supported similar legislation in the
past and | am proud to do so again.

H.R. 802 would establish a Public Safety
Officer Medal of Valor to be awarded periodi-
cally to a selected public safety officer “for ex-
traordinary valor above and beyond the call of
duty.” The bill provides for the Department of
Justice to solicit, review and screen nomina-
tions for the award. Final decisions on the
award would be made by the board to be ap-
pointed by the President and both parties’
congressional leadership.

This bill would also possibly honor many
fallen heroes of the Houston Police Depart-
ment who were killed in the line of duty while
protecting society. Officer like Troy Alan
Blando assigned to the auto theft division, who
was killed on May 19, 1999 when he was at-
tempting to arrest a suspect driving a stolen
Lexus. The suspect fired a 40 caliber Glock,
striking Officer Blando once in the chest. Offi-
cer Blando made it back to his vehicle and
radioed for back-up, giving other units his lo-
cation and a description of the suspect. Offi-
cers arrived on the scene within seconds and
arrested the fleeing suspect. Offer Blando died
in route to Ben Taub Hospital. Officer Blando
was a 19 year veteran of the Houston Police
Department.

Officer K.D. Kinkaid was killed on May 23,
1998 while he was off duty and driving in his
truck with his wife. As they drove past an on-
coming vehicle, an object struck the wind-
shield of the truck. Officer Kinkaid turned
around and followed the other vehicle. The
other vehicle stopped and Officer Kinkaid
exited his truck and approached the driver's
side. Officer Kinkaid identified himself as a po-
lice officer and proceeded to question the sus-
pects in the vehicle. One of the suspects shot
Officer Kinkaid and they fled the scene in the
vehicle. Officer Kinkaid died from the gunshot
wound a few days later.

Officer C.H. Trinh died on April 6, 1997
while working at his parents’ convenience
store when a man walked in and attempted to
rob him. Officer Trinh was shot in the head
and died at the scene. The suspect who was
later caught, confessed to the killing, telling
police he had entered the store with a hand-
gun and jumped the counter. He stated that
after taking some of Officer Trinh’s jewelry,
Tong demanded his wallet. When he saw Offi-
cer Trinh’s police badge he got scared and
shot the officer.

Officer D.S. Erickson was killed on Decem-
ber 24, 1995 while she was working an extra
job directing traffic outside a local church on
Christmas Eve. She was struck by a passing
vehicle. She was transported to the hospital
but died during surgery.

Officer G.P. Gaddis was murdered on Janu-
ary 31, 1994 by one of two suspects he was
transporting to jail for aggravated robbery.
Both suspects had been searched and hand-
cuffed behind their backs prior to being placed
in the back seat of the patrol car. One of the
suspects wiggled his hands, still cuffed, to his
front, and retrieved a .380 hidden on his per-
son. He then shot Officer Gaddis in the back
of the head as he was driving down the road.
The patrol car crashed into a house and the
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suspect escaped from the wrecked car, but
was arrested a short distance away from the
scene.

These are some of the sorrowing stories of
officers who have lost their lives in my home
city of Houston. Presently, 95 police officers
from the Houston Police Department have
been killed in the line of duty.

H.R. 802 is an important initiative because
there are many officers that act heroically ev-
eryday but never receive their due credit. They
must be recognized for their invaluable service
because they accomplish so much for commu-
nities throughout the nation. These are impor-
tant issues of substantial concern. For this
reason, H.R. 802 has garnered bipartisan sup-
port by my colleagues.

In the 106th Congress, a similar bill, H.R.
46, was marked up on March 24, 1999 in the
Subcommittee on Crime of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. The bill was marked up by the Full
Committee and was ordered to be reported by
voice vote. The bill passed in the House and
was later added into an omnibus Senate bill
with several controversial provisions. While
changes were made by the Senate to address
objectionable parts of the bill so that it could
be taken up in the House by unanimous con-
sent, it was not brought before the House ad-
journment sine die. That was, obviously, unfor-
tunate and can be rectified today.

| urge my colleagues to support the legisla-
tion.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
802, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2002

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
is planning to meet the week of March
26 to grant a rule which will limit the
amendment process for floor consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 2002.

The Committee on the Budget or-
dered the budget resolution reported on
March 21 and is expected to file its
committee report late tomorrow.
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Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit five copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment to the Committee on Rules in
room H-312 of the Capitol by 6 p.m. on
Monday, March 26. The text of the con-
current resolution is available at the
Committee on the Budget and on that
committee’s Web site.

As in past years, the Committee on
Rules intends to give priority to
amendments offered as complete sub-
stitutes.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel and the Congres-
sional Budget Office to ensure their
substitute amendments are properly
drafted and scored, and should check
with the Office of the Parliamentarian
to be certain that their substitute
amendments comply with the rules of
the House.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 247, TORNADO SHELTERS
ACT

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 93 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 93

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 247) to amend
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 to authorize communities to use
community development block grant funds
for construction of tornado-safe shelters in
manufactured home parks. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Financial
Services. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute printed in
the Congressional Record and numbered 1
pursuant to clause 8 of rule XVIII. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill
for amendment the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. Any
Member may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
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one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

J 1030

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASs). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DI1AZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 93 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 247, the Tornado Shelters
Act. The rule provides 1 hour of general
debate, evenly divided and controlled
by the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Financial Services.

The rule provides that it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and numbered 1.

The rule further provides that the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be open for amendment at
any point.

Finally, the rule allows the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole to
accord priority and recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, and provides one motion to re-
commit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 247 amends the
Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 to authorize communities
to use Community Development Block
Grant funds for construction of tor-
nado-safe shelters in manufactured
home parks. As my colleagues may re-
member, a deadly tornado just before
Christmas took the lives of a dozen
people in Alabama and to help prevent
similar tragedies, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) introduced this
legislation earlier this year.

Tornadoes occur in many parts of the
world, and these destructive forces of
nature are found most frequently dur-
ing the spring and summer months.
With spring starting this week, I think
that it is appropriate for the House at
this time to be considering legislation
that could help mitigate in the future
further wind storms in areas that seem
to be hardest hit.

According to FEMA, the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, in an
average year, 800 tornadoes are re-
ported nationwide, resulting in 80
deaths and over 1,500 injuries.

Hurricanes and tornadoes both have
in common very high winds and obvi-
ously associated damage. From Hurri-
cane Andrew we in south Florida
learned about the vulnerability of
housing construction with roofs and
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windows and doors being particularly
important areas to check for weak-
nesses.

Mobile home parks are particularly
susceptible to damage from high winds,
even if precautions have been taken to
tie down the units. I am hopeful that
this important legislation, the Tornado
Shelters Act, will help address these
problems.

Mr. Speaker, I think we all owe a
debt of gratitude to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) for his
leadership on this issue. I urge my col-
leagues to support both this open rule,
as well as the underlying bill, Mr.
Speaker; and I look forward to debate
and passage of this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I want to thank the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. It
will allow for the consideration of H.R.
247, which is called the Tornado Shel-
ter Act. As my colleague from Florida
has described, this rule will provide 1
hour of general debate to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Financial Services. The
rule permits amendments under the 5-
minute rule. This is the normal amend-
ing process in the House. All Members
on both sides of the aisle will have an
opportunity to offer germane amend-
ments.

Tornadoes represent the most furious
side of nature. They cause enormous
loss of life and destruction of property
every year. Unfortunately, my own
community of southwest Ohio has seen
some of the worst tornadoes in recent
years. In April of 1974, a devastating
tornado killed 33 people in Xenia, Ohio,
just outside my district; and the tor-
nado destroyed a quarter of the homes
in that city. The city was struck again
by tornadoes in 1989 and 2000.

According to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, mobile homes
are particularly wvulnerable to a tor-
nado’s destructive power, because they
can be overturned so easily by high
winds; and I am sure there is close to a
consensus among Members of the
House that the Federal Government
should provide assistance to those who
are in the greatest danger from torna-
does. That is the thought behind this
bill which would permit the Federal
community development block grants
to be used to construct or maintain
tornado shelters in mobile home parks.

Though the bill has worthy goals, I
do object to the process used to bring
this bill to the floor. It did not go
through committee, there were no
hearings, there was no committee re-
port. There was minimum notice given
to the Members that the bill would be
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considered, and I do not think that is
good legislating. We have a process to
help us understand legislation and its
consequences. We have a process to en-
sure that Members on both sides of the
aisle who have questions or concerns
about the bill are treated fairly, and
that process was not followed.

During Committee on Rules consider-
ation, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. FRANK) raised questions
about the bill. T think this is a good
bill; however, I would be a lot more
confident in supporting it if I knew
that it was fully examined through the
committee process, and that questions
like the ones asked by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) had
already been answered before the bill
came to the House Floor.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE).

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 71, nays 336,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 56]

Evi-

YEAS—T1
Allen Gutierrez Meek (FL)
Andrews Hall (OH) Miller, George
Baird Hastings (FL) Mink
Baldacci Hill Nadler
Berkley Hilliard Neal
Berry Inslee Oberstar
Bonior Israel Obey
Capps Jackson-Lee Olver
Capuano (TX) Payne
Carson (IN) Jefferson Pelosi
Carson (OK) Kanjorski Peterson (MN)
Clay Kennedy (RI) Price (NC)
Clayton Kilpatrick Roybal-Allard
Clyburn LaFalce Sandlin
Condit Lampson Schakowsky
Conyers Langevin Slaughter
Coyne Lee Stark
Crowley Lewis (GA) Stupak
DeFazio Lowey Tauscher
Delahunt Matsui Towns
Filner McDermott Udall (CO)
Frank McGovern Waters
Gephardt McIntyre Weiner
Gonzalez McNulty Woolsey
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Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson

NAYS—336

Flake
Fletcher
Foley

Ford
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt

Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa

Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)

Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schiff
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
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Smith (MI) Taylor (NC) Walsh
Smith (NJ) Terry Wamp
Smith (TX) Thomas Watkins
Smith (WA) Thompson (CA) Watt (NC)
Snyder Thompson (MS) Watts (OK)
Solis Thornberry Waxman
Souder Thune Weldon (FL)
Spence Thurman
Spratt Tiahrt geﬁion 4
Stearns Tiberi oer
Stenholm Tierney Wbltﬁeld
Strickland Traficant W%CKGF
Stump Turner Wilson
Sununu Udall (NM) Wolf
Sweeney Upton Wu
Tancredo Velazquez Wynn
Tanner Visclosky Young (AK)
Tauzin Vitter Young (FL)
Taylor (MS) Walden
NOT VOTING—25
Ackerman Johnson, E.B. Sanders
Becerra Jones (OH) Scarborough
Brown (FL) Moakley Scott
Cannon Morella Shays
Dooley Owens Sisisky
Doyle Pickering Toomey
Edwards Portman Wexler
Gekas Putnam
Gordon Rothman
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Messrs. GRUCCI, TERRY, BILI-
RAKIS, AKIN, CAMP, BONILLA,

STUMP, JOHN, BRADY of Texas, TOM
DAVIS of Virginia, PAUL, and ROSS

changed their vote from ‘yea’” to
4‘na‘y.57

Messrs. MATSUI, CROWLEY, and
INSLEE changed their vote from

“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 247, TORNADO SHELTERS
ACT

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, we
have no further speakers at this time
on this open rule.

I ask the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL) how many speak-
ers he has remaining.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we
have three speakers on this side.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE).

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, one of
the greatest features of a deliberative
body is adherence to the ordinary proc-
ess unless there are extraordinary rea-
sons. We have a process for the consid-
eration of legislation. We have com-
mittees. We have subcommittees. We
have hearings.

We have rules that a subcommittee
should have a hearing and report a bill
out or the committee should have the
hearing; but in all events, committees
should report a bill out. That is so that
bills can be considered, deliberated, dif-
ferent people could be heard from
whose perspectives one might never an-
ticipate so that amendments could be
offered to deal with difficulties that
are perceived only during that process.
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Now, I am not saying that that must
be an ironclad process at all times. I
am not saying that there cannot be ex-
ceptions because of exceptional cir-
cumstances.

But on this particular bill, the first I
heard of it was last week when it was
scheduled without my knowledge what-
soever for the Suspension Calendar. I
communicated with Members of the
leadership on the committee; and I
said, Look, we cannot do this. We have
not had any hearings whatsoever. We
have not had any discussion. Let us
pull the bill off, let us have some op-
portunity to discuss it, and we can
take it up in a few weeks or so, unless
there is some compelling reason, some
compelling urgency.

That was my understanding of what
the process was going to be. I was flab-
bergasted when I found out this week
that it was still coming to the floor of
the House without hearings, without
committee deliberation, without the
ability to offer amendments, but most
of all, without any consultation with
either me or the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK), the ranking
member of the relevant subcommittee.

That means something. That means
no respect either. That means no
collegiality. That is not the way for
the new Committee on Financial Serv-
ices to start out this Congress. That is
not the best way to bring up the first
bill from the Committee on Financial
Services, as if the minority Members,
the Democrats, do not exist; and if
they do exist, their rights are non-
existent.

It is not the bill so much, but it is
this very offensive process. I do not
want to unduly delay the deliberations
of the body today. I am sensitive to the
personal needs and times of the Mem-
bers. But somehow we must be able to
make this point. We do not want this
to happen again. We want collegiality.
We want bipartisanship. We have expe-
rienced it in the past. We expect it as
Members of this body.

Now, with respect to the particular
bill, it has a laudable goal; and I hope
that I can wind up supporting it. I
would like to. I have nothing but the
highest regard for the sponsor of the
bill. We have worked together on so
many different causes over the years,
particularly Third World debt. But, I
really do not know the urgency. I sus-
pect the Senate is not going to con-
sider this until September. I could be
wrong. But that means we do have
some latitude of time.

Further, this deals with an amend-
ment to the Community Development
Block Grant program. Now, if we are
going to deal with an amendment to
the Community Development Block
Grant program, I think that there are
a number of things that we should con-
sider.

First of all, if we are only going to
make eligible shelters for tornados and
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storms, there is some technical issues
that should have been considered not
on the floor of the House, but in sub-
committee. For example, should we
really give public monies to private
for-profit entities to use? That is a se-
rious issue. We ought to talk about
that, deliberate about it.

Secondly, if we are going to use com-
munity development moneys, should
we have income-targeting provisions?
That is a serious issue that should have
been dealt with in subcommittee rath-
er than taking up the time of the floor.

Third, should there be a nonexclu-
sivity clause with respect to the use of
the shelters? By that, I mean should
the shelter be open to the public, be-
cause a good many of these shelters
would not be.

There are a host of other issues, too,
that should have been brought up in
connection with this bill.

So I just want the minority Members
to understand, I do not want to make
the biggest case in the world out of
this, but all Democrats, despite the
fact that we are in the minority, de-
mand respect. Respect means that one
must recognize and maintain our
rights rather than trample on them.
This should not happen again.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I assure our friends on
the other side of the aisle that we
mean no disrespect; that, quite on the
contrary, we have great respect for
their points of view as well as the fine
work that they do on a daily basis.

We take note of the comments made
by the distinguished gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE). All legisla-
tive bodies must balance, must balance
a series of factors; and one factor, one
such factor that is balanced in the
equation is the need to proceed with
important legislation. It is that factor
that in our view outweighed other fac-
tors and today made us proceed, made
the Committee on Rules come to the
decision to proceed.

Now, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) has worked long and
hard, and I was pleased to see that the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) recognized and commended his
leadership as well on this issue of pub-
lic safety. That is why we believe that
it is important to move forward.

In addition, we have, Mr. Speaker,
another guarantee built in so that the
minority will be respected in this proc-
ess, cognizant as we are of the argu-
ments made by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE); and that is
that the rule that we have brought for-
ward is an open rule so that at least at
this stage, the stage of the plenary
consideration of the legislation, any
Member can introduce and have consid-
ered any amendment to improve this
important legislation.

So in that sense, we feel that, having
taken notice of the comments made by
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the distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE), we nonetheless
are providing a mechanism and a vehi-
cle for and of intrinsic fairness, which
is the vehicle of an open rule and which
I think that all of the Members should
support as the goal for the functioning
of this House whenever possible.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in strong opposition to the pro-
posed rule here today, and I hope that
Congress is listening because if you lis-
ten very carefully, you will find out
that you do not like this resolution,
and you do not like this bill, and this
is not the way the House should be op-
erating and each of you should be
aware of it.

Mr. Speaker, why are we ignoring the
regular order? Why is it so important
that it is brought to the floor without
having the scrutiny of anyone. Tell me
why. Is it urgent or is it an attempt to
confuse or snooker? Is it an attempt to
bring something to the floor that is
needed by someone, and someone that
will perhaps benefit from this piece of
legislation? It looks like a relief act to
me for somebody. Please look at this
piece of legislation; and when you look
at it, you will not like it because what
it is doing is bringing to the floor a bill
that would make a significant change
in the Community Development Block
Grant program.

Mr. Speaker, every time a bill like
this comes to the floor, I come forward
to speak against it because it is just
another way of using the Community
Development Block Grant funds to sub-
vert general revenue funds and funds
that should be used from that par-
ticular area.

All of us know that we can improve
our bills more by sending them to com-
mittee. The gentleman spoke about an
open rule. An open rule is fine, but it
does not give the kind of substantive
look and scrutiny that a committee
can give, and we have a very strong
committee to look at this.

President Bush talked about biparti-
sanship, and just a few weeks ago we
went on a retreat where we talked
about bipartisanship and respect. We
talked about comity. You know what
this particular process that they are
using does, it undermines the bipar-
tisan way we do things. It undermines
the respect we have for each other. It
undermines every tenet of bipartisan-
ship.

Mr. Speaker, there are several issues
raised by the bill which I disagree with,
but the committee has not had a
chance to look at it. If we adopt this
proposed rule and consider this bill,
you could fund tornado shelters at mo-
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bile home sites which do not even have
low-income or moderate-income resi-
dents.

You could take that money and help
some of the low- and moderate-people
in your community build homes or get
jobs, but if you do this, which is within
the law, you could do this, but if you
did it, you would be taking the funds
away from people who really need it.

Secondly, if you do this, some con-
tractor or developer could build these
shelters around their property using
government funds; and when this is all
over, that shelter belongs to that de-
veloper or property owner; and when
someone in your district who might
need a home, a moderate-income per-
son, and you know how hard it is to get
affordable housing in this country, you
know how hard it is to get a house.

Mr. Speaker, nonetheless, I would
have a hard time supporting this par-
ticular rule, and the bill as well, be-
cause I feel very deeply about the Com-
munity Development Block Grant pro-
gram, and I have seen several runs on
these funds. Each of you who have a
pet project that you want, you come to
the floor and make a run on the Com-
munity Development Block Grant
funds. This was really a very bad way
of doing it, and I think you should
rethink this and go back to the bill and
let them look at it. Go back to the
committee and let them look at what
you are trying to do.

Mr. Speaker, Congress intended for
these funds to be used for a distinct
purpose. It did not mean for you to
come to the floor with an emergency
all of a sudden, look, here is a pile of
money, let us use this for that emer-
gency. Congress intended for you to
take these moneys and help low- and
moderate-income people. So this is in-
consistent. It is very inconsistent with
the core principle of Community Devel-
opment Block Grant funds.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you, but I hope
my colleagues who brought this to the
floor will reconsider it because it does
not lead to the kind of thing that we
preach here in the Congress.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire of the time remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BAss). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART) has 23 minutes re-
maining; and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL) has 17 minutes remaining.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), the author of
this important legislation.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I think
we have been asked a fair question
here. Is this an attempt to snooker? Is
this an attempt to deceive? No, it is an
attempt to do neither. It is an attempt
to save lives. It is an attempt to quit
treating people who 1live in mobile
home parks as second-class citizens
under the HUD regulations.

The program director at HUD for
shelter programs, for storm mitigation,



4256

is the one that suggested this language
to us. My county, which was hit by a
tornado, 12 people, 10 of them in a mo-
bile home, and during the main debate
on the floor I will show you a picture of
one of the young victims. She was alive
being carried from her manufactured
home. Her father and her 16-month-old
baby were not as fortunate. They died.

Mr. Speaker, when the county ap-
proached the government and asked for
Community Development Block Grant
funds, they were told that mobile home
sites do not qualify. Clearly that is
what this legislation does.

Mr. Speaker, never consulted we are
told. In fact, the committee had exten-
sive talks with committee staff on the
other side. I talked to one Democratic
staffer myself. He asked, Do we need
this. I told him what our answer had
been. He called the program director.
He got the same answer. He called me
back and said, You are right.

Currently manufactured housing
communities, mobile homes, are ex-
cluded from these grants. Low-income
site-built homes qualify. Apartment
buildings qualify. And not only that,
but a $500,000 site-built home, perma-
nent home, qualifies for a grant from
FEMA to build a safe room, but a mo-
bile home does not qualify for a safe
room because it does not have an inte-
rior hall, it does not have a room that
does not have a window facing the out-
side. These shelters are, in certain
cases, as the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida has said, going to be sited on mo-
bile home parks; and the owners of
those parks are going to be making
money. It is a for-profit mobile home
park. But I can tell my colleague that
though it is going to turn a profit for
the mobile home park operator, it is
going to be a safe shelter in a storm for
the people that live in those mobile
homes, and this arcane argument is not
going to sell with them.

Let me tell my colleagues something.
This is an idea whose time has come. I
have talked to at least 100 mobile home
residents since this bill has received
the endorsement of every major paper
in Alabama, and they tell me about
getting a warning that in 25 or 30 min-
utes a tornado is going to bear down on
their home and they plot it there and
they watch the TV as it bears down on
them, as people say get in the base-
ment, get inside, get in an interior
hallway if you do not have a basement,
and yet they have to sit there and lis-
ten to the warning and not heed that
warning.

This is not my idea. This is the idea
of a county that lost 12 people. It was
their idea. They came to me. They
went to the Federal Government. So
did a community in Missouri. Both
those communities were told they did
not qualify.

Now, it will not be my decision and it
will not be the decision of the gentle-
woman from Florida as to whether this
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money will be spent. It will be the local
community. There are no mandates;
there are no restrictions. The local
community, a city, a county, can go to
a mobile home park and they can build
a shelter, which may be beside or be-
tween two or three. In fact, both the
gentlewoman from Florida and I would
agree when we say mobile home park
operators, sometimes we are talking
about a widow who has seven trailers
on an acre lot and who wants to build
a shelter for 15 people there.

Now, the fatality that I will show my
colleagues, the so-called mobile home
park this little girl was, was a half acre
lot with four trailers on it owned by a
relative. We believe that the little girl,
and her brother and father, the two
which are dead right now, we believe
they ought to have the same right as
someone living in a $400,000 house to go
to the government and get assistance
for shelter. Anyone today can qualify
for a safe room in their house. They
can get $2,000 to reinforce a room. But
mobile home residents cannot.

Tornadoes do not make distinctions
between site-built homes and manufac-
tured homes. Neither should we. And
this is of the essence. It is of the es-
sence because I lost 41 citizens to a tor-
nado 3 years ago and I lost 12 this past
fall and it is past time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
appointed that the gentleman from
Alabama would suggest that we were
trying to delay this. The majority has
been in control of this Congress last
year; this year. This could have been
brought to our subcommittee and our
committee at any time. No one is try-
ing to delay this. The suggestion that
the orderly process of subcommittee
and committee is somehow a delay is
nonsense.

Let us talk about why this bill is
really up today. We ought to keep to
an unavoidable minimum the times
when people say things that are un-
likely to be believed. We are not here
because we expect a tornado tomorrow.
If in fact this was important, we could
have had the hearing last week, 2
weeks ago. This bill could have been on
the floor today after a subcommittee
and committee process.

We offered that to the gentleman
from Alabama. Indeed, to his credit
when I talked to him on Monday and
said we just have a couple of questions
about the bill, he said, let us pull it.
But he was overruled by his leadership.
Why? Because last night the Repub-
lican schedule called for the budget to
be voted out, and today the Republican
schedule calls for a vote on taxes. Now,
we are not working very hard on any-
thing that is not part of the President’s
agenda. Apparently, we are on the lim-
ited attention span approach. The peo-
ple can only keep track of one or two
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things at a time, so let us only do one
or two things at a time.

The problem is that when we finished
this hard- working Congress’ business
yesterday, at about noon, maybe it was
1 o’clock, I should not exaggerate,
Members would have left. There was
nothing to keep them for the week.
And the Republican leadership was
afraid they would not have the quorum
they needed to put through the budget
last night and to put through the tax
bill today. So that is why this bill is on
the floor today and everybody Kknows
that, despite what they say.

Of course, it is important for us to
provide help, but there is another issue
I want to raise. If it so important to
provide help, as I believe it is to these
people living in the mobile home parks,
why are we doing it without adding a
penny to the pot from which it comes?
That is part of the problem the gentle-
woman from Florida and I have. We are
expanding more and more the purposes
of CDBG while providing CDBG with
less and less. The whole Community
Development Block Grant money now,
thanks to the other party, has less
money in its authorization and appro-
priation than it had years ago.

I would love to do this, but I would
like to do it with an expansion of the
money so that protecting these people
who ought to be protected does not
come at the expense of other important
purposes.

And then there is one substantive
question. This bill does not just say
cover manufactured housing, which is a
very important resource for low-in-
come people in order to be better pro-
tected than they are, it says that the
entity getting the Federal funds can
give them to a for-profit entity, who
presumably could then own the shelter.
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The gentleman from Alabama con-
jured up the favorite device here, the
ubiquitous poor widow. I sometimes
think that poor widows must own
about 97 percent of America, given the
frequency with which they are the jus-
tification for various grants of money
to private owners.

If in fact we are talking about pro-
viding special assistance to lower in-
come owners, let us put that in the
bill. That is why you have subcommit-
tees. That is why you have commit-
tees. That is why you legislate. But, as
I read this bill, nothing would prevent
a community from helping to build a
shelter for a wealthy owner of second-
home manufactured housing which
could then be part of that property and
sold. Maybe I am wrong, and maybe
that is not the case. I do not know that
because we have not had a chance to
discuss it in the kind of forum we
ought to have. That is the issue here.

For scheduling purposes, the Repub-
lican leadership took a bill that should
not have been controversial, that has
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got a very laudable goal, as the gen-
tleman from Alabama points out, and
that could have been refined in sub-
committee and committee.

I have to say one other thing that
bothers me and the gentlewoman from
Florida and the gentleman from New
York. They would not do this to a
banking bill. They would not do this to
the securities industry. Community
Development Block Grants is a
disfavored program under this congres-
sional regime. It is about poor people’s
needs, and poor people’s needs are not
often given that same consideration.

It is not an accident that the com-
mittee that used to be the Committee
on Banking and Urban Affairs is now
just the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. Not only did the title disappear
but so did some of the concerns. We
have real concerns about the ability of
the CDBG program to meet all of its
needs. When you continually add in
new functions and do not give it any
money but in fact reduce money, you
cause stresses.

The goal of providing shelters for
people in manufactured housing is
wholly noncontroversial, and we would
be glad to work on it. We would have
been glad to work on it a month ago.
This bill could have been brought up
before that. We had a hearing in the
subcommittee on the FHA. It was a
very good hearing that the Chair
called. I was glad that she did. But we
could have used that time for this.

I should say, by the way, it does not
occur to me that this decision was
made anywhere but at the Republican
leadership. I do not think we have an
intracommittee problem here. We have
a problem that the Republican leader-
ship had a need to keep the Members
here. They could not ground the planes
and they could not force people to stay,
so they put a bill on the floor. That is
our method of house arrest. That is
what we have got. It is a shame that
this bill is being used for that purpose.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, this is obvi-
ously not an issue simply for Alabama
and Florida. I want to say that, believe
it or not, we had tornadoes in southern
California 2 years ago where the roofs
came off of parks in one of my cities,
Paramount, where there is any number
of parks there where people have
moved out of their homes and lived in
a much smaller level than they did
when they were in those homes. But
their houses are now gone.

This can happen in any particular
State in this Union. Rather than argue
over subcommittee, full committee and
all that, it seems to me we are big
enough to solve it in this Chamber.
Those are simply tools of the House on
some things. This is very clear, the use
of Community Development Block
Grant funds for construction of tor-

nado-safe shelters in manufactured
home parks. That is what a lot of home
parks are nowadays. I think a lot of us
in this Chamber have fought for the
rights of people in those parks.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Florida for his
kindness at the beginning of the debate
in taking some time. We were surprised
how fast this came up for a debate. He
gave us some time to get over here and
be prepared. We thank him very much.

They have heard our concerns. They
are credible. We hope that they lis-
tened to them. We do not like to have
our rights trampled upon.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Ohio for his kindness and, quite
frankly, all of our friends on the other
side of the aisle who have brought
forth concerns which we note. But, as I
stated before, in the balancing of inter-
ests before the Congress and in fact
when we are dealing with the most in-
stantly devastating natural disaster
conceivable, we have brought forth in a
very rapid fashion legislation to the
floor of this House with an open rule
that will save lives.

So for that fundamental reason, this
legislation, which is a local option leg-
islation, which does not force local
communities to do anything but does
provide the option for local commu-
nities to take steps to save lives, we
believe that it is important to bring it
forth. We believe that it is important
to bring it forth rapidly, and in rapid
fashion we are dealing with the most
dangerous, instantly devastating nat-
ural disaster, which is the tornado.

I thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) once again for his leader-
ship on this issue.

I would urge all of my colleagues to
support not only the underlying legis-
lation but the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that he will reduce to 5 min-
utes the time for electronic voting on
motions to suspend the rules on H.R.
1099 and H.R. 802 following the vote on
House Resolution 93.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 246, nays
169, not voting 17, as follows:

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca

[Roll No. 57]
YEAS—246

Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa

Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns

King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Matheson
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
MecInnis
McKeon
McKinney
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pence

NAYS—169

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett

Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schiff
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Wu

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
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Blagojevich Holden Oberstar
Blumenauer Holt Obey
Bonior Honda Olver
Borski Hooley Owens
Boucher Hoyer Pallone
Boyd Inslee Pascrell
Brady (PA) Israel Pastor
Brown (OH) Jackson (IL) Payne
Capps Jackson-Lee Pelosi
Capuano (TX) Phelps
Carson (IN) Jefferson Price (NC)
Carson (OK) John Rahall
Clay Kanjorski Rangel
Clayton Kennedy (RI) Reyes
Clyburn Kildee Rivers
Condit Kilpatrick Roemer
Conyers Kind (WI) Roybal-Allard
Costello Kleczka Rush
Coyne Kucinich Sabo
Crowley LaFalce Sanchez
Cummings Langevin Sanders
Davis (CA) Lantos Sawyer
Davis (FL) Larsen (WA) Schakowsky
Davis (IL) Larson (CT) Scott
DeFazio Lee Serrano
DeGette Levin Sherman
Delahunt Lewis (GA) Shows
DeLauro Lipinski Slaughter
Deutsch Lofgren Smith (WA)
Dingell Lowey Solis
Doggett Maloney (NY) Spratt
Dooley Markey Stark
Doyle Mascara Stenholm
Edwards Matsui Stupak
Engel McCarthy (MO) Tanner
Etheridge McDermott Tauscher
Evans McGovern Taylor (MS)
Farr McIntyre Thompson (CA)
Fattah McNulty Thompson (MS)
Filner Meehan Thurman
Ford Meek (FL) Tierney
Frank Meeks (NY) Towns
Frost Menendez Udall (CO)
Gephardt Millender- Udall (NM)
Gonzalez McDonald Velazquez
Gutierrez Miller, George Visclosky
Hall (TX) Mink Waters
Harman Mollohan Watt (NC)
Hastings (FL) Moran (VA) Waxman
Hill Murtha Weiner
Hilliard Nadler Wexler
Hinchey Napolitano Woolsey
Hinojosa Neal Wynn
NOT VOTING—17
Ackerman Gordon Portman
Becerra Johnson, E.B. Rothman
Blunt Jones (OH) Scarborough
Brown (FL) Moakley Sisisky
Cannon Morella Toomey
Clement Myrick
0 1201
Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.

WOOLSEY, Mr. BALDACCI and Mr.
HILLIARD changed their vote from

“yea” to “nay.”
So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1099.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LoBIoNDO) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1099, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 58]
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Lucas (KY) Peterson (MN) Smith (NJ)
Lucas (OK) Peterson (PA) Smith (TX)
Luther Petri Smith (WA)
Maloney (CT) Phelps Snyder
Maloney (NY) Pickering Solis
Manzullo Pitts Souder
Markey Platts Spence
Mascara Pombo Spratt
Matheson Pomeroy Stark
Matsui Price (NC) Stearns
McCarthy (MO) Pryce (OH) Stenholm
McCarthy (NY) Putnam Strickland
McCollum Quinn Stump
McCrery Radanovich Stupak
McDermott Rahall Sununu
McGovern Ramstad Sweeney
McHugh Rangel Tancredo
MecInnis Regula Tanner
MclIntyre Rehberg Tauscher
McKeon Reyes Tauzin
McKinney Reynolds Taylor (MS)
McNulty Riley Taylor (NC)
Meehan Rivers Terry
Meek (FL) Rodriguez Thomas
Meeks (NY) Roemer Thompson (CA)
Menendez Rogers (KY) Thompson (MS)
Mica Rogers (MI) Thornberry
Millender- Rohrabacher Thune

McDonald Ros-Lehtinen Thurman
Miller (FL) Ross Tiahrt
Miller, Gary Roukema Tiberi
Miller, George Roybal-Allard Tierney
Mink Royce Towns
Mollohan Rush Traficant
Moore Ryan (WI) Turner
Moran (KS) Ryun (KS) Udall (CO)
Moran (VA) Sabo Udall (NM)
Murtha Sanchez Upton
Myrick Sanders Velazquez
Nadler Sandlin Visclosky
Napolitano Sawyer Vitter
Neal Saxton Walden
Nethercutt Schaffer Walsh
Ney Schakowsky Wamp
Northup Schiff Waters
Norwood Schrock Watkins
Nussle Scott Watt (NC)
Oberstar Sensenbrenner Watts (OK)
Obey Serrano Waxman
Olver Sessions Weiner
Ortiz Shadegg Weldon (FL)
Osborne Shaw Weldon (PA)
Ose Shays Weller
Otter Sherman Wexler
Owens Sherwood Whitfield
Oxley Shimkus Wicker
Pallone Shows Wilson
Pascrell Simmons Wolf
Pastor Simpson Woolsey
Paul Skeen Wu
Payne Skelton Wynn
Pelosi Slaughter Young (AK)
Pence Smith (MI) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—17
Ackerman Horn Portman
Becerra Istook Rothman
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Scarborough
Cannon Jones (OH) Sisisky
Etheridge Moakley Toomey
Gordon Morella
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX,
the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the
time for electronic voting on motions
to suspend the rules on H.R. 1099 and
H.R. 802.

————

COAST GUARD PERSONNEL AND
MARITIME SAFETY ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-

YEAS—415
Abercrombie Crowley Hastings (WA)
Aderholt Cubin Hayes
Akin Culberson Hayworth
Allen Cummings Hefley
Andrews Cunningham Herger
Armey Davis (CA) Hill
Baca Davis (FL) Hilleary
Bachus Davis (IL) Hilliard
Baird Davis, Jo Ann Hinchey
Baker Davis, Tom Hinojosa
Baldacci Deal Hobson
Baldwin DeFazio Hoeffel
Ballenger DeGette Hoekstra
Barcia Delahunt Holden
Barr DeLauro Holt
Barrett DeLay Honda
Bartlett DeMint Hooley
Barton Deutsch Hostettler
Bass Diaz-Balart Houghton
Bentsen Dicks Hoyer
Bereuter Dingell Hulshof
Berkley Doggett Hunter
Berman Dooley Hutchinson
Berry Doolittle Hyde
Biggert Doyle Inslee
Bilirakis Dreier Isakson
Bishop Duncan Israel
Blagojevich Dunn Issa
Blumenauer Edwards Jackson (IL)
Blunt Ehlers Jackson-Lee
Boehlert Ehrlich (TX)
Boehner Emerson Jefferson
Bonilla Engel Jenkins
Bonior English John
Bono Eshoo Johnson (CT)
Borski Evans Johnson (IL)
Boswell Everett Johnson, Sam
Boucher Farr Jones (NC)
Boyd Fattah Kanjorski
Brady (PA) Ferguson Kaptur
Brady (TX) Filner Keller
Brown (OH) Flake Kelly
Brown (S0) Fletcher Kennedy (MN)
Bryant Foley Kennedy (RI)
Burr Ford Kerns
Burton Fossella Kildee
Buyer Frank Kilpatrick
Callahan Frelinghuysen Kind (WI)
Calvert Frost King (NY)
Camp Gallegly Kingston
Cantor Ganske Kirk
Capito Gekas Kleczka
Capps Gephardt Knollenberg
Capuano Gibbons Kolbe
Cardin Gilchrest Kucinich
Carson (IN) Gillmor LaFalce
Carson (OK) Gilman LaHood
Castle Gonzalez Lampson
Chabot Goode Langevin
Chambliss Goodlatte Lantos
Clay Goss Largent
Clayton Graham Larsen (WA)
Clement Granger Larson (CT)
Clyburn Graves Latham
Coble Green (TX) LaTourette
Collins Green (WI) Leach
Combest Greenwood Lee
Condit Grucci Levin
Conyers Gutierrez Lewis (CA)
Cooksey Gutknecht Lewis (GA)
Costello Hall (OH) Lewis (KY)
Cox Hall (TX) Linder
Coyne Hansen Lipinski
Cramer Harman LoBiondo
Crane Hart Lofgren
Crenshaw Hastings (FL) Lowey

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL
OF VALOR ACT OF 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 802, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
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the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
802, as amended, on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 0,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 59]

McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald

Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
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Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

YEAS—414
Abercrombie Davis (FL) Hoeffel
Aderholt Davis (IL) Hoekstra
AKkin Dayvis, Jo Ann Holden
Allen Dayvis, Tom Holt
Andrews Deal Honda
Armey DeFazio Hooley
Baca DeGette Horn
Bachus Delahunt Hostettler
Baird DeLauro Houghton
Baker DeLay Hoyer
Baldacci DeMint Hulshof
Baldwin Deutsch Hunter
Ballenger Diaz-Balart Hutchinson
Barcia Dicks Hyde
Barr Dingell Inslee
Barrett Doggett Isakson
Bartlett Dooley Israel
Barton Doolittle Issa
Bass Doyle Istook
Bentsen Dreier Jackson (IL)
Bereuter Duncan Jackson-Lee
Berkley Dunn (TX)
Berman Edwards Jefferson
Berry Ehrlich Jenkins
Biggert Emerson John
Bilirakis Engel Johnson (CT)
Bishop English Johnson (IL)
Blagojevich Eshoo Johnson, Sam
Blumenauer Etheridge Jones (NC)
Blunt Evans Kanjorski
Boehlert Everett Kaptur
Boehner Farr Keller
Bonilla Fattah Kelly
Bonior Ferguson Kennedy (MN)
Bono Filner Kennedy (RI)
Borski Flake Kerns
Boswell Fletcher Kildee
Boucher Foley Kilpatrick
Boyd Ford Kind (WI)
Brady (PA) Fossella King (NY)
Brady (TX) Frank Kingston
Brown (OH) Frelinghuysen Kirk
Bryant Frost Kleczka
Burr Gallegly Knollenberg
Burton Ganske Kolbe
Buyer Gekas Kucinich
Callahan Gephardt LaFalce
Calvert Gibbons LaHood
Camp Gilchrest Lampson
Cantor Gillmor Langevin
Capito Gilman Lantos
Capps Gonzalez Largent
Capuano Goode Larsen (WA)
Cardin Goodlatte Larson (CT)
Carson (IN) Goss Latham
Carson (OK) Graham LaTourette
Castle Granger Leach
Chabot Graves Lee
Chambliss Green (TX) Levin
Clay Green (WI) Lewis (CA)
Clayton Greenwood Lewis (GA)
Clement Grucci Lewis (KY)
Clyburn Gutierrez Linder
Coble Gutknecht Lipinski
Collins Hall (OH) LoBiondo
Combest Hall (TX) Lofgren
Condit Hansen Lowey
Conyers Harman Lucas (KY)
Cooksey Hart Lucas (OK)
Costello Hastings (FL) Luther
Cox Hastings (WA) Maloney (CT)
Coyne Hayes Maloney (NY)
Cramer Hayworth Manzullo
Crane Hefley Markey
Crenshaw Herger Mascara
Crowley Hill Matheson
Cubin Hilleary Matsui
Culberson Hilliard McCarthy (MO)
Cummings Hinchey McCarthy (NY)
Cunningham Hinojosa McCollum
Davis (CA) Hobson McCrery

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary

Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

Miller, George Rohrabacher Terry
Mink Ros-Lehtinen Thomas
Mollohan Ross Thompson (CA)
Moore Roukema Thompson (MS)
Moran (KS) Roybal-Allard Thornberry
Moran (VA) Royce Thune
Murtha Rush Thurman
Myrick Ryan (WI) Tiahrt
Nadler Ryun (KS) Tiberi
Napolitano Sabo Tierney
Neal Sanchez Towns
Nethercutt Sanders Traficant
Northup Sandlin Turner
Norwood Sawyer Udall (CO)
Nussle Saxton Udall (NM)
Oberstar Schaffer Upton
Obey Schakowsky Velazquez
Olver Schiff Visclosky
Ortiz Schrock Vitter
Osborne Scott Walden
Ose Sensenbrenner Walsh
Otter Serrano Wamp
Owens Sessions Waters
Oxley Shadegg Watkins
Pallone Shaw Watt (NC)
Pascrell Shays Watts (OK)
Pastor Sherman Waxman
Paul Sherwood Weiner
Payne Shimkus Weldon (FL)
Pelosi Shows Weldon (PA)
Pence Simmons Weller
Peterson (MN) Simpson Wexler
Peterson (PA) Skeen Whitfield
Petri Skelton Wicker
Phelps Slaughter Wilson
Pickering Smith (MI) Wolf
Pitts Smith (NJ) Woolsey
Platts Smith (TX) Wu
Pombo Smith (WA) Wynn
Pomeroy Snyder Young (AK)
Price (NC) Solis Young (FL)
Pryce (OH) Souder

NOT VOTING—18
Ackerman Gordon Ney
Becerra Johnson, E.B. Portman
Brown (FL) Jones (OH) Rothman
Brown (SC) McDermott Scarborough
Cannon Moakley Sisisky
Ehlers Morella Toomey
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
THE JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BAss). Without objection, and pursuant
to 15 U.S.C. 1024(a), the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Joint Economic Committee:

Mr. SAXTON of New Jersey.

There was no objection.
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO

THE HOUSE COMMISSION ON
CONGRESSIONAL MAILING
STANDARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to section 5(b)
of Public Law 93-191 (2 U.S.C 501(b)),
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of
the House to the House Commission on
Congressional Mailing Standards:

Mr. NEY, of Ohio, Chairman;

Mr. ADERHOLT of Alabama;

Mr. REYNOLDS of New York;

Mr. HOYER of Maryland;

Mr. FrROST of Texas; and

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

There was no objection.

———

REAPPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF
THE JOHN C. STENNIS CENTER
FOR PUBLIC SERVICE TRAINING
AND DEVELOPMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to section
114(b) of the John C. Stennis Center for
Public Service Training and Develop-
ment Act (2 U.S.C. 1103), the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s reappointment
of the following Member on the part of
the House to the Board of Trustees of
the John C. Stennis Center for Public
Service Training and Development for
a term of six years:

Mr. CHARLES W. “CHIP”’ PICKERING of
Laurel, Mississippi.

There was no objection.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM HON. RICH-
ARD A. GEPHARDT, DEMOCRATIC
LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
Democratic Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,
Washington, DC, March 22, 2001.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to section
114(b) of the John C. Stennis Center for Pub-
lic Service Training and Development Act (2
U.S.C. 1103), I hereby appoint the following
individual to the Board of Trustees for the
John C. Stennis Center for Public Service
Training and Development for a term of six
years: Mr. John Lewis, GA.

Yours very truly,

RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

—————

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE
RECORDS OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to 44 U.S.C.
2702, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s reappointment of the following
Member on the part of the House to the
Advisory Committee on the Records of
Congress:
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Mr. Timothy J. Johnson, Minne-
tonka, Minnesota.
There was no objection.

—————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 21, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the provi-
sions of 44 U.S.C. 2702, I hereby reappoint as
a member of the Advisory Committee on the
Records of Congress the following person:
Susan Palmer, Aurora, Illinois.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk.

———

TORNADO SHELTERS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 93 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 247.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 247) to
amend the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 to authorize
communities to use community devel-
opment block grant funds for construc-
tion of tornado-safe shelters in manu-
factured home parks, with Mr. MILLER
of Florida in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. RoOU-
KEMA).

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, as Chair of the sub-
committee, I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to express my support for H.R.
247, the Tornado Shelters Act. It was
introduced by the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS), our colleague.

This legislation would permit the use
of Community Development Block
Grant funds to construct or enhance
tornado shelters in manufactured hous-
ing communities or for the residents of
manufactured housing.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. Chairman, I will shortly turn the
floor over to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS), our colleague, so
that he may manage the bill, but, be-
fore I do, I want to make a few points.

I do not hail from an area of the
country that frequently suffers out-
breaks of tornados. While we have reg-
ular bouts of severe weather, especially
during the summer months, we are far
from ‘‘tornado alley’’, but we certainly
appreciate and understand that this is
a national problem.

As many of my colleagues Kknow,
however, the tornado season just start-
ed last week and will continue through
June for many parts of the country.

I want to stress this, Mr. Chairman,
this is truly a matter of life or death.
We have heard over and over again
some of the statistics about the num-
bers of people who have died year after
year in tornados. In fact, already this
year 10 people have died from tornados,
and last year there were over 40 fatali-
ties.

So we will continue going on, and I
am sure the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) and others will document
the need, but I want to point out that
these are killer storms and repeat this
issue is a matter of life or death.

As the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BACHUS) says, in the face of the tor-
nado threat, we can do two things. I
like the way he said this. We can pray
and prepare. Pray that it will not hap-
pen again, and prepare for the next line
of twisters.

That is why we are here today. We
are expediting the process of respon-
sible congressional action. While the
citizens can pray, our responsibility as
their governmental officials must be to
help all prepare.

Mr. Chairman, I understand that
there are different questions of inter-
pretation on whether the legislation is
needed or not. Frankly, I do not under-
stand why there are different interpre-
tations. It seems to me that the com-
mon-sense legislation will explicitly
clear any ambiguity in the law and per-
mit the use of these funds to allow
communities to build and/or improve
tornado shelters.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
this legislation and thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) for
his leadership.

Mr. Chairman, as Chair of the sub-
committee, | appreciate the opportunity to sup-
port H.R. 247—the “Tornado Shelters Act,” in-
troduced by our colleague, the gentleman from
Alabama, Mr. BACHUS.

The legislation would permit the use of
CDBG (Community Development Block Grant)
funds to construct or enhance tornado shelters
in manufactured housing communities or for
residents of manufactured housing.

I will shortly turn over the floor to my col-
league from Alabama, so that he may manage
this bill, but before | do that, | wanted to make
a few points.

Mr. Chairman, | do not hail from an area of
the country that frequently suffers outbreaks of
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tornadoes. While we do have regular bouts of
severe weather—especially in the summer
months—we are far from “Tornado Alley.”

As many of you may know, however, the
tornado season started last week and will con-
tinue through June.

This is truly a matter of life or death.

In this calendar year 2001, already 10 peo-
ple have died from tornadoes.

In 2000, there were slightly less than 898
tornadoes resulting in 40 fatalities.

In 1999, there were over 1,300 reported tor-
nadoes resulting in 94 fatalities.

In Camilla, Georgia last year, for example,
12 people died and more than 125 manufac-
tured homes were destroyed after a series of
pre-season tornadoes covered a 10-mile path.

| am struck by the words of my colleague
from Alabama, the site of far too many of
these killer storms. Mr. BACHUS says that in
the face of the tornado threat we can do two
things—pray and prepare. Pray it won’t hap-
pen again, and prepare for the next line of
twisters.

That's why we are here today—expediting
the process of responsible congressional ac-
tion. While the citizens can pray, their govern-
ment must help all to prepare. | understand
that there are different questions of interpreta-
tion on whether this legislation is needed or
not. This common-sense legislation will explic-
itly clarify and permit the use of these funds to
allow communities to build or improve tornado
shelters in manufactured housing commu-
nities.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) be permitted to control
the remainder of the time on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the remaining time allocated to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA) will be controlled by the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACH-
Us).

There was no objection.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Financial
Services, for the first time in the con-
sideration of this bill.

Since there has been no committee
deliberations, this is the first oppor-
tunity the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE), the ranking member of
the Committee on Financial Services,
gets to deliberate on the bill.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. FRANK), the ranking minor-
ity member of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity.
The intent of the bill is quite laudable,
to make it easier to use CDBG, that is
Community Development Block Grant,
funds to build tornado and storm shel-
ters for the benefit of manufactured
housing residents.
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With a few perfecting amendments
that we will be offering, the final bill
may well become one that the Demo-
crats can support.
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However, I rise now to talk primarily
about what we should be discussing
today, and that is the severe housing
and community development cuts pro-
posed under President Bush’s budget.

Since this bill deals with the CDBG
program, we ought to be debating the
fact that this administration’s budget
cuts $422 million from it compared to
last year’s CDBG bill. It is astounding
that, at a time when the administra-
tion on a daily basis warns us that we
may be heading into a recession, that
they can propose to cut almost a half
billion dollars in economic develop-
ment funds.

It is astounding that, while it touts
tax breaks tilted toward higher-income
Americans, the administration wants
to cut CDBG funding, which is targeted
to families and communities which
have participated the least in our eco-
nomic recovery.

In justifying these cuts, the adminis-
tration touts the fact that it is funding
the formula grants at the same level as
fiscal 2001 funding. The problem with
that is that this level is insufficient. In
fact, that level is $132 million lower
than the level that was funded 7 years
ago, which happened to be the last
time Democrats controlled the Con-
gress. When one factors in inflation,
this amounts to an 18 percent real cut
in community development monies in
real terms under the Republican con-
trol of the Congress.

Now, of course the CDBG program is
not the only part of the HUD budget
which is, unfortunately, suffering se-
vere cuts under this administration’s
budget. When one factors out the phan-
tom increases in section 8 budget au-
thority, that is the renewal of con-
tracts, the renewal of contracts keeps
things at a steady level; but whenever
it is renewed, this administration calls
the renewal an increase, even though it
is the exact same dollar amount as the
previous year and the year before that.
So it is a phantom in increase.

When one factors that out, one finds
that the administration budget actu-
ally cuts housing and community de-
velopment programs by $1.3 billion
compared to last year’s approved level.
When one factors in inflation, we find
that the HUD budget blueprint cuts
housing programs by some $2.2 billion,
an 8 percent real spending decrease
compared to last year.

But we are not talking about that
today, because the Republicans do not
want to. We are talking about some-
thing else, without hearings, without
deliberation.

The cuts that I have talked about are
confirmed by the specifics in their
budget. The $422 million cut already
cited in CDBG, an $859 million cut for
public housing, a $200 million cut in
the HOME affordable housing formula
grant, elimination of the rural housing
program, a $460 million reduction in
section 8 reserves, from 2 months to 1,
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which will result in lowering utiliza-
tion rates by low-income families of
section 8 assistance, and higher FHA
loan fees for home rehab and condo
loans and for multifamily housing.

At a time when this administration
is projecting budget surpluses, record
budget surpluses, we should be rein-
vesting some of our budget surpluses in
affordable housing. We should not be
cutting funding.

At a time when Republicans in Con-
gress are about to pass a $2 trillion tax
cut predominantly tilted to our Na-
tion’s most affluent, we should not ig-
nore the needs of our Nation’s home-
less as the Bush administration’s budg-
et blueprint does.

At a time when we have just begun to
make progress over the last few years
and assisting those of our Nation’s
families with worst-case housing needs,
and there are over 5 million such fami-
lies, this administration proposes to
cut in half the number of annual incre-
mental section 8 vouchers that we have
funded over the last few years.

Should we be considering the bill be-
fore us today? After committee delib-
eration, of course. But we have not had
that committee deliberation. But much
more importantly, we ought to be con-
sidering this Congress’ responsibility
to those who need shelter; clothe the
naked and make sure you find shelter
for the homeless. We are defaulting on
that moral, legal responsibility.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and for
working so hard to bring this legisla-
tion to the floor.

Where I live in southwest Missouri,
this is the beginning of the tornado
season. We have, if you live in one, you
know you live in it, a thing called a
tornado alley which, for whatever rea-
son, year after year seems to be the
same path that kind of attracts the de-
struction, the disruption, the loss of
property and, unfortunately, some-
times the loss of life that families have
to suffer.

This is a great addition to the Com-
munity Development Block Grant pro-
gram. It is a way that people who live
in manufactured housing can have the
same kind of access to funds that peo-
ple that live in site-based housing or in
low-income apartments can have right
now.

It is such a good idea that it is amaz-
ing we have not done it before. I was
reading an article in the Kansas City
Star this morning; and my good friend,
Sam Graves from northwest Missouri
said, ‘“Every once in a while something
is brought to our attention that makes
all the sense in the world, and you
wonder why it has never been done be-
fore.”

Well, we need to get this done. It is a
great idea. Obviously, we are not going
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to hear many objections to this bill
and objections to when we do it. Maybe
we ought to go back to the Sam
Graves’ principle. The real question is
not why the bill is on the floor today.
The real question is, why has the bill
not been on the floor before? Why have
we not done it before? Why have we not
provided this kind of protection to peo-
ple that live in manufactured housing?

Really, there are two most dangerous
places in the tornado: in one’s house or
trying to get away from one’s house in
a car. This provides a place to go and
access to the funds to help provide
more safety for people who live in
these kinds of housing.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill today. I look forward to its pas-
sage.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts and my friend for this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the process by which the Tornado Shel-
ters Act has come before us today.

While I do have some concerns about
the underlying legislation, my strong-
est concerns lie in the nature by which
this legislation has made its way to the
floor. It received no consideration in
either the appropriate subcommittee or
through the full committee of jurisdic-
tion. It seems to have appeared on the
floor, in my opinion, if only as a space
filler to keep Members here in D.C.

The committee of jurisdiction, the
Committee on Financial Services, of
which I am a member, in a bipartisan
manner should have had the oppor-
tunity to fully review this bill before
bringing it to the floor.

This legislation, from the short no-
tice that I have had to look at it,
would take important funding from the
Community Development Block Grant
program, a program, to my under-
standing, that the President wants to
slash by more than $400 million this
year, and could provide funding to pri-
vate enterprises or to enterprises that
do not meet the income thresholds of
the CDBG funding.

Tornado prevention is a good thing.
But should Congress be providing fund-
ing to private groups, to groups who
may not meet the regular criteria for
CDBG funding? I do not think they
should be.

I do not have an informed answer as
of yet, and I have not had the time to
fully vet this legislation, again, be-
cause the committee process was
waived, as was the possibility of any
review by the Democratic members of
the Committee on Financial Services.

I have a good relationship with the
gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
OXLEY), and I understand that there
was no evidence that he or the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Chairman BACH-
US), the author of this bill, was party
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to bringing this measure to the floor
under these dubious circumstances.

But because of those circumstances,
this bill should be pulled from full con-
sideration and brought back for hear-
ings and mark-up in the committee of
jurisdiction. This could be a good bill,
but this House has not yet had the
chance to review it properly.

While we have a President who plans
to slash CDBG funds as well as cut sec-
tion 8 vouchers for low- and moderate-
income Americans and eliminate the
Drug Elimination Program which
fights the scourge of drugs in our Na-
tion’s public housing, this body needs
to have the chance to fully vet this
bill, to ensure it is in the best interest
of all Americans.

I hope my friends on the Republican
side of the aisle will understand the
discomfort of the minority at this leg-
islation coming to the floor, and hope
that we can work together to have a
chance to review this bill in com-
mittee.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CROWLEY. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, the rules
of the House do not permit us to ad-
dress people who are not present on the
floor, so I would just take this oppor-
tunity to express my best wishes to the
absent chairman of the full committee.
It is not usual for a committee, in my
experience, to consider a bill in the
complete absence of the chairman of
the full committee. I hope all is well
with him.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, before I get to the
merits of this legislation, I want to
commend the Members who have spo-
ken on the other side and who said we
are not addressing the merits of this
legislation. We are addressing the bill.
But they have unknowingly let two
rabbits out, and I am going to chase
those rabbits for a minute.

The first rabbit is this rabbit of im-
maculate conception; that this bill was
just beamed down to us from outer
space, or that there was an immaculate
conception, and sometime last week
this bill took a form.

Mr. Chairman, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. This legislation
was introduced in January and referred
to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices and referred to the Subcommittee
on Housing and Community Oppor-
tunity. I requested a hearing on it. But
that subcommittee has got important
work on some complex issues and is
having hearings. I do not set the agen-
da for the hearings before that com-
mittee. I know that one is not sched-
uled.

I really had no objection to the bill
coming up now or, as I told the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), 2 weeks from today would have
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suited me fine. I told him that. I will
say this, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE), the ranking member of
the full committee, said, even if we get
this bill out today, it will be Sep-
tember before the Senate takes the bill
up. If that is the case, although I did
tell the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) I have no objection to it
being 2 weeks from today, and I appre-
ciate his Kkindness, we have always
worked well together, but I will tell my
colleagues this, if it gets over to the
Senate in September, the local commu-
nities are not even going to have a shot
at building some of these shelters for
the next tornado season. I do not, quite
frankly, want to get this bill over to
the Senate late. I hope they take it up
before September.

Now, another rabbit that has been
loosed on this body is that there has
been a cut in Community Development
Block Grant funding. The overall fund-
ing, and only in Washington a $300 mil-
lion increase is considered a cut. It
went from $4.8 billion to $5.1 billion.

Now that, hopefully, we have chased
those rabbits out, I would like to turn
to the merits of the bill. People have
said why? Why this bill? Is this bill an
attempt to divert money from other
needed programs that communities
spend the money on? No.
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I am going to change mikes, and I am
going to tell my colleagues what this
bill is about.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is about this
little girl. She was a mobile home resi-
dent in my district. She was 6 years old
when a tornado struck Tuscaloosa,
Alabama. She survived. She was found
some time later, in fact so much later
that an Associated Press photographer
was able to get his camera out and
take this picture, so she laid on the
ground for several hours. Her 16-
month-old baby brother was not so for-
tunate. He died. Her mother survived
and she will raise Whitney and her lit-
tle sister, both of whom stayed in the
hospital several days, but they will not
have the help of Whitney’s father who
was also killed in this tornado.

This is what remains of their house.
Today and until this legislation passes,
this little girl and her mother or those
in the small mobile home park, and I
will call it a park, there are five mobile
homes there, they will not have any ac-
cess to community development block
grant funds.

Now if she lived in a rental unit, if
she lived in public housing, if she lived
in a site-built home, she would qualify.
But she has been discriminated against
because she lives in a manufactured
home. But as we sadly found out when
this tornado struck Tuscaloosa, Ala-
bama and seriously injured 75 of the
citizens that the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. HILLIARD) and I represent,
and the gentleman from Alabama is a
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cosponsor of this legislation, a Demo-
crat, it has bipartisan support, Tusca-
loosa County wanted to look at the op-
tion of using Community Development
Block Grant money to build shelters.
They were told that they didn’t qual-
ify. Subsequent to that, we have been
told that on three occasions by the
HUD project manager that rec-
ommends this and I will read what he
says. He says that we need clarifying
language, it is not clear, and they have
not allowed this to be eligible.

One reason is these mobile home
parks are built on private land. Some-
one said that, look, they are going to
be able to build these things on private
land. Well, this little girl lived on pri-
vate land. She cannot help that. The
county is not going to go out there and
purchase a 25-by-25 square foot piece of
property and locate a shelter. It is
total madness that we as a government
will allow someone in a permanent
site-built home with a basement and an
interior hall, that we will allow them
money to build a safe room in that
home yet, we will not allow this family
to take advantage of that same fund to
hide underground when these powerful
tornadoes come.

Let me tell my colleagues, a lot of

our citizens, they choose mobile
homes. They choose manufactured
homes. A lot of our senior citizens

choose them. When we talk about mo-
bile home parks or manufactured
homes, we are talking about young
families, with children, struggling to
get along. In many cases we are talk-
ing about senior citizens and handi-
capped and disabled people, but they
are good citizens and they deserve bet-
ter.

I hope that they will not have to wait
past this year for some equality out of
this body. Now, I do not know why the
regulations are the way that they are.
I do not know why the bureaucrats,
whether they have made a tangle of
that. I do not know why, but I know
that it is something that we need to
address and it is something that we
need to address today, and we need to
do it overwhelmingly.

Mr. Chairman, I have lost too many
people in my district, 32 on April 8,
1998; and then December 16, 2000, I lost
11. T had over 300 that received injuries
bad enough to be hospitalized. Let me
just say that those are bad injuries. I
was hit by a tractor-trailer truck and
broke my collarbone and have five
fractured ribs and a fractured sternum
as I stand up here before my col-
leagues, and I went to the hospital, but
I did not stay overnight. I had 300 citi-
zens that were hurt worse than that,
and let me tell you, I have hurt the
last month. So it is not just those who
were killed, it is this little girl. She
will live without a father, and she will
live without a little brother.

I do not know whether my col-
leagues’ communities will choose to
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use these monies for this worthy cause
or another. There are no mandates in
this bill, there is just fairness for mo-
bile home residents.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
simply say to the gentleman from Ala-
bama, who began by saying that our
complaints about the process were
wrong because the bill had been intro-
duced in January and referred to the
committee, that the committee should
then have had a hearing. The gen-
tleman is a member of the committee.
He should have asked for one. We could
have had this out earlier. The Sub-
committee on Housing and Community
Opportunity has had one hearing. I
think we could have found the time.

So the notion that because the bill
was introduced in January, that that
somehow justifies totally bypassing
the process, seems to be wrong. And in
fairness to the committee, it is not my
impression the committee was pressed
to have a hearing. Again, let us be
clear. The only reason this bill is on
the floor today is because it meets the
needs of the majority’s scheduling con-
cerns so they could keep Members in
town. It has nothing to do with any-
thing else, and that is an improper way
to go about things.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK), one of the great defenders of
the true purposes of the Community
Development Block Grant program.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly have feelings for the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACH-
US), who introduced this bill. I rep-
resent some of the same Kkinds of con-
stituents that he represents, and each
of my colleagues has similar kinds of
constituents. But that is not what this
bill is all about.

Number one, this bill is about the
utilization of Community Development
Block Grant funds to build shelters.
That is what it is about. Now, each of
us at some time in our life here in the
Congress has a disaster or we have
some problem that there is a sense of
urgency about it. In my area it is a
flood, or it may be a hurricane, but
that does not mean that I can stretch
outside the parameters of things that
are already statutorily set to receive
funds for those things when the funds
were designed for people in similar
straits.

So I do feel compassion for the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
and the constituents he is trying to
help. But it does not change the fact
that each of us has some of these ur-
gent things we need to get taken care
of. I need to get floods taken care of, I
need to get hurricane problems taken
care of, and they are emergencies, but
I cannot come and take it out of the
CDBG funds in the way that this gen-
tleman has described it.
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The gentleman wants to now allow
private developers or private builders
to build a shelter on private property.
Remember this, they can buy the land,
they can acquire it, they can buy it,
and after that they can place it at the
site of the manufactured homes.

Now, I came from the State legisla-
ture. We had a lot of problems with
manufactured homes. There were cer-
tain guidelines that they could not
reach and never would reach. But this
bill is not about that. This bill is to
say let us give them money to provide
a shelter so that we can save some
lives. I agree with that. What I do not
agree with is why we are going to give
Federal money to build shelters when
that county could build them. If the
county feels that is as much of an
emergency as my good Republican col-
league said, why could that county not
use this as one of their priorities?

We know we have people who are liv-
ing in manufactured homes; that they
need better protection; who are in an
area where there will be tornadoes,
there will be floods. Why do we not use
our general revenue funds? Why should
we come to the Federal Government
when the entire Nation needs this for
low- and moderate-income people to
provide homes.

In the face of that, the Republican
administration has cut all of the funds
for our Community Development Block
Grant funds. What bothers me is that
every time there is a need for funds,
my Republican colleagues run to this
little pile of funds and say, okay, we
can take it from there. This year it is
one thing, next week it will be another
thing. We are constantly decimating
those funds.

I say to my colleagues that the
amendment of the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS) is for a good cause.
Had it gone to the committee, they
could have pointed up some things.
Number one, they should have said let
us look for some more money, let us
look for some more funds, let us not
cut into funds that the President has
already cut. We still have people who
do not have houses, we still have home-
less people, we still have poor people.

My colleague would be surprised. I
could bring a litany of things to him,
and he would feel very, very sorry for
some of the fates of some of these peo-
ple who are dismally located in slums
and decimated areas, with flood water,
sewage water, everything running into
it. Is that an emergency that I should
say come here quickly pass this bill?
No, I should not do that. It is not the
thing to do, and I do not think we
should pass this amendment.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
recognize the cosponsors of this bill,
and then I want to yield some time.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT), who has already spoken on the
bill, he was a cosponsor. The gen-
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tleman from Tennessee (Mr. CLEMENT),
I want to commend him for pushing
this bill and the letters he has written
supporting it. The gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. EVERETT), who lost two resi-
dents of manufactured housing in the
last few weeks. The gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. HILLIARD) and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).
The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK), by the way, told me that the
highest recorded wind ever in the
United States was recorded during a
tornado in Oklahoma in the past year
or 2. The gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. PICKERING), who submitted a
statement for the RECORD, and the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. RILEY).
And, finally, the colleague who has
been with me since the start on this
legislation, who has been as strong a
supporter as anyone, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CRAMER).

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CRAMER).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague from Alabama, and I will
not take that much time, but I wanted
to commend him over the issue that he
is bringing to the floor today.

It is hard to tell in Alabama where
tornado alley is not. We have vulner-
able citizens from north to south; all
around us in the south and all around
us in the country as well. I am not here
to get myself involved in the proce-
dural dispute here today, but I am here
to say we need all the help that we can
get for residents that live in manufac-
tured housing and in the communities
that consolidate that kind of housing
as well.

The gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK) is a tough act to follow, my col-
league from South Florida there, but
she knows as well as I do that we have
vulnerable citizens that live in these
communities.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to engage
my colleague from Alabama in a dia-
logue here.

A number of our colleagues are con-
fused about funding that is provided by
this particular bill in this particular
process. They are afraid that we cannot
afford this or that it robs other valu-
able programs. This reflects on the
CDBG program. Can the gentleman
speak to the funding?

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. BACHUS. I appreciate the ques-
tion. This fund has got $5.1 billion in it,
and that money, a large amount of
that money, goes to the States and to
the local governments; to the commu-
nities. Cities and counties is what most
people would identify with. And those
cities and counties make the decision
over how to spend those funds.

I do not mandate that they spend a
dime on this program. I simply make
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the available funding available for this
category. It is already available for
site-built homes, it is already available
for rental property, it is already avail-
able for public housing. I simply ex-
pand it to manufactured housing.

Mr. CLEMENT. There is, then, a
process that would be available on the
local level that would review the cost,
who is going to own this particular
shelter, and have a safety net with re-
gard to money; but the money comes
from preexisting funds that we have al-
ready appropriated?
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Mr. BACHUS. It is funds that we ap-
propriate every year for the commu-
nities to spend as they see fit. We actu-
ally restrict them to certain cat-
egories. I want this to be a category
that they can spend money on. They
may choose not to.

FEMA suggested that I put a restric-
tion in here that it apply only in areas
where an F-5 or F4 tornado had hit. I
felt like if it had not been an F-5 or F-—
4 tornado and the community was con-
cerned about it and they wanted to
spend it here as opposed to another
program, they should be able to. The
gentlewoman from Florida says we
have got a lot of worthy programs
there, but I submit to her that this is
one of them. I submit to her that hurri-
cane victims would qualify. These are
storm shelters for high wind.

Mr. CRAMER. I applaud the gentle-
man’s efforts and certainly want to
join with him early to make sure we
protect the citizens that live in this
kind of housing. It is time that we do
it.

Mr. BACHUS. Adding upon that, we
can use this money to prevent beach
erosion in New York State. I think we
ought to be able to use it to stop
deaths from tornadoes wherever they
may strike.

Mr. CRAMER.
tleman.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to read something that the
Birmingham News said about this bill.
I want to emphasize this. The gen-
tleman from Alabama had asked me
about this.

This is what their editorial endorsing
the bill says:

All Bachus wants to do is give local gov-
ernments the option of applying for Federal
community block grants to build shelters in
mobile home parks. There is no mandate and
there is no cost for mobile home buyers. In-
deed, the measure could make manufactured
homes more attractive to those who won-
dered about safety during storms. The fact
is, when deadly storms strike Alabama, peo-
ple in mobile homes are likely to be victims.
A 1999 Birmingham News analysis showed
that more than 60 percent of the fatalities
connected to the most recently occurring
tornadoes were mobile home residents.

Maybe in the next 10 years that will
not be the case. But they simply de-

I thank the gen-
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serve the same protection we afford our
other citizens. It is simply a matter of
fairness.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from Massachusetts for
yielding me this time.

On February 24 of this year, a tor-
nado devastated a 23-mile-long path
through Mississippi and killed six peo-
ple. Just last week we had another tor-
nado that came through Tylertown,
Mississippi, and killed one man who
was driving along in his pickup truck.
A tree fell on him. Thirty more people
in my State were injured. One of these
persons was a 10-year-old boy who was
killed during his birthday sleepover
party at a friend’s house. By definition
this was a small tornado, but, just like
the large ones, it caused a lot of devas-
tation. Mississippi has the horrible dis-
tinction of leading the country in aver-
age deaths due to tornadoes.

Were all of these people adequately
prepared? No. Unfortunately, the an-
swer to this question is 40 percent of
all tornado-related fatalities occur in
manufactured housing. Only 10 percent
of the victims are permanent home
residents. Residents of mobile homes
are not able to seek the common shel-
ter that many of us take for granted
because they have no basement.

This bill creates no Federal mandate.
It does not say ‘‘you must build these
shelters’, but it does provide commu-
nities the ability to seek funding not
previously available to manufactured
housing residents to construct these
shelters. This is a vote that we should
make with our hearts so that we may
give the good people of this country
the option to protect their children if
and when tragedy may strike.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I always like to con-
gratulate those who have seen the
error of their ways, and the Republican
Party is entitled to that on several
counts in this bill.

In the first place, the gentleman
from Alabama approached me. We
talked privately and publicly. He said
that they have this terrible need in
Alabama, and the local communities
cannot afford to do it. The local com-
munities, given the nature of some of
the jurisdictions, do not have the fi-
nancial ability to do it, and here is this
important lifesaving goal.

This is not a matter of interstate
commerce. We are not talking about
something that transcends State lines.
We are talking about providing phys-
ical protection for residents of vulner-
able structures in particular localities.
It is a very local business. But because
the local communities either do not
want to or cannot easily raise the reve-
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nues, they come to whom? The Federal
Government. This is a request that
local communities be allowed to use
Federal funds collected by Federal
taxes for local purposes.

I am all for it. I welcome my Repub-
lican colleagues to the recognition of
the point that in this one country of
ours we have an obligation to help.

Some people used to believe in some-
thing they called States rights and
States responsibilities. Some people
used to argue against the Federal Gov-
ernment. Ronald Reagan, who was in-
augurated the year I came to Congress,
and those were not causally related,
said, ‘“The Federal Government is not
the answer to our problems. It is the
problem.”’

Today we have a Republican recogni-
tion that the Federal Government
must be part of the answer to a prob-
lem, that absent Federal revenues,
local communities cannot make it on
their own. I think that is a very wise
evolution on the part of my conserv-
ative friends. I congratulate them for
it.

I will point out the gentlewoman
from Florida knew this earlier. She did
not have to be convinced.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle-

woman from Florida.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. This appears
to me, the issue here, and the gen-
tleman can clarify this, is not that
anyone is against using CDBG funds to
build a shelter in and around a manu-
factured home. In my estimation,
CDBG’s money should not be used to
buy private land, acquire private land
by a private owner and build a shelter.

Mr. FRANK. I would say to the gen-
tlewoman it is not even acquiring the
private land. What I understand in this
bill, and this is the question I would
have raised if we had had the possi-
bility to do it during subcommittee
and committee, the question would
have been, the bill appears to say that
public money, Federal money, given to
the communities, can then by the com-
munities in turn be given to a private
owner to build a shelter on his or her
private land which he or she would
then own, with no provisions about re-
capturing anything. That does trouble
me. That is what we would have ad-
dressed.

We would be all in favor of building
the shelters. The question is, should
you provide the public money, the Fed-
eral money, to local private owners so
they can own it? Should you do that
without some further restriction?

I want to get back to the other point
about government. It illustrates a Re-
publican dilemma. My Republican
friends are against government in gen-
eral. They are just in favor of every-
thing government does. The govern-
ment is a bad thing. The Federal Gov-
ernment is a bad thing. But Federal
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funds should go to local communities
to build shelters.

Now, I agree with that. The problem
is they cannot continuously denounce
the whole and inflate the parts. It does
not work. But this is what we have. We
have a Republican proposal now to ex-
pand the uses of Federal funds so that
local communities in dealing with
local problems can have more Federal
money. I am all for that. But let us not
think this only applies when you have
a particular problem in your own area.

There is another area where I want to
talk about. I mentioned previously to
our colleague, the gentleman from
Texas, whose father, the gentleman
from Texas, used to chair this com-
mittee back when we were allowed to
refer to it as the Housing Committee in
part. He was a great crusader to im-
prove the safety of manufactured hous-
ing. Last year, we had a debate over
improving the safety of manufactured
housing. Frankly, years ago I thought
some people were going to sue the dis-
tinguished gentleman from San Anto-
nio, the former chairman of the Bank-
ing Committee, for defamation because
he suggested that there was a par-
ticular danger with manufactured
housing as it was then built with re-
gard to storms, hurricanes and torna-
does.

What do we have now? A recognition
on the part of my Republican friends
that manufactured housing is particu-
larly vulnerable to tornadoes. Once
again, we have known that, and many
of us have been trying to fight it.

Yes, the people who live in manufac-
tured housing have been ill-treated.
These are generally people of limited
income, though not entirely. Many of
them are retired people trying to live
prudently on a reasonable retirement
income.

They deserve much better treatment
in a number of ways. They deserve bet-
ter treatment here. They deserve bet-
ter consumer protections. Many of
them deserve at the State level better
protection against owners who simply
decide to throw them out and they
have no protection. They deserve bet-
ter treatment in getting mortgages,
when in the past their homes were
treated as if they were automobile
loans rather than housing loans. There
is a lot that should be done for them.
That includes the shelters.

But there is this issue, as the gentle-
woman from Florida raised, does it
make sense to just give this money to
the private owner in a relatively unre-
stricted way? We will address some of
that with amendments.

There is one other issue where the
Republicans, having learned some-
thing, deserve credit. I want to again
give credit where credit is due. In 1993,
then President Clinton proposed a
countercyclical program to deal with
what he believed then was a recession.
It turns out the economy was doing
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better than he thought. But one of the
things he proposed was an increase in
spending through the Community De-
velopment Block Grant program. I urge
Members and others to go back to the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of those days
and read the denunciation of the Com-
munity Development Block Grant pro-
gram as a big slush fund, as pork-barrel
spending. The very aspects of that pro-
gram which the gentleman from Ala-
bama has hailed today were the basis
for an attack on that program in 1993.
The argument from the Republicans
was, oh, this is terrible, these commu-
nities will just do all kinds of things
with it, unsupervised.

We now have a recognition of the
value of the CDBG program. We have a
recognition of the value of using Fed-
eral funds to do things that Thomas
Jefferson might have thought were of
local concern. The Republican Party
has gone beyond Thomas Jefferson
most of the time in terms of what the
right function ought to be, but it is an
incomplete lesson. They cannot con-
tinue to advocate increased Federal
funding for particular programs and
then consistently cut Federal programs
elsewhere.

The gentleman from Alabama and his
colleague, the other gentleman from
Alabama, correctly pointed out local
communities will have the choice.
They will be able to build the tornado
shelters. In many cases, that is a good
choice. But at present they will be able
to do that at the cost of doing some-
thing about housing or doing some-
thing about a playground in a low-in-
come area or doing something about
other things.

Why do we force them to give up the
one to do the other? If this is a new
thing they ought to be doing more of,
maybe we ought to be increasing the
funding for it.

In fact, Community Development
Block Grants, unrestricted ones, have
gone down. The gentleman referred to
some increased overall amounts, but
those increased overall amounts tended
to be in terms of some very specific
projects. Members differed about the
value of those specific projects. But the
specific projects were not available for
local communities to deal with. As we
add to the purposes, we are, I think,
disserving ourselves if we do not also
add to the money.

I want to again just return to the
procedural point. The gentleman from
Alabama again noted this bill was in-
troduced in January, he said, and,
therefore, we on the minority side
should not be upset that it came to the
floor in March. We do not set the hear-
ing schedule. We do not set the markup
schedule. If it was introduced in Janu-
ary, all the more reason to have done
something about it.

By the way, it was introduced in Jan-
uary and substantially rewritten last
week, probably after consultation with
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HUD. I think it is a good idea to con-
sult with HUD. I think it is a good
idea, having filed the bill, to talk to
HUD about it, but should the com-
mittee not have something to say
about it? This bill was, in fact, revised.
That is a good thing. The bad thing is
leaving the committee out of the revi-
sion process.

We will address some of these things
in amendments, yes. I think we should
be providing tornado shelters for peo-
ple in manufactured housing. We
should be enhancing their safety. We
should be enhancing their ability to
get mortgages on their homes. We
should be increasing the consumer pro-
tections they have at both the State
and the Federal level. I am for all those
things, and with a couple of changes I
would enthusiastically support this
bill, but I hope that the next time we
have something like this, instead of in-
troducing it in January and waiting 2%
months and then bringing it to the
floor without any committee process,
we show people that we do care about
their concerns and we care about their
concerns enough to do it in the right
way.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
believe that was an endorsement of
this legislation.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BACHUS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. It is an endorsement of
the legislation if the gentleman would
address, and I have never objected to
the legislation, if he addresses the
issue that I have about giving public
money through the communities to a
private owner who then owns the struc-
ture and has unrestricted control of it.
That is what concerns me.
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Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, let me say this: the
gentleman from Massachusetts talked
about the whole philosophy of govern-
ment, and let me tell you what the peo-
ple of Tuscaloosa County would really
like. They would really like to not send
their money to Washington. Federal
taxes are at a peacetime high. They
would like to keep that money and put
it in local government, or they would
like to keep it in their own pockets and
make their own decisions. But over the
last 40 years we have raised their taxes
and the taxes of all our citizens so high
that they now have to come to Wash-
ington and a lot of their needs have to
be met here because we take so much
of their money.

They would rather not apply for com-
munity development block grants.
They would rather their taxes be cut
by that much, and just let them make
the decisions at the city hall in Tusca-
loosa or North Port, or the Tuscaloosa
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County Commission. But, unfortu-
nately, all that money comes up here,
s0 it is parceled back.

Just to add insult to injury, not only
do we take their money away from
them; but then when we send it back,
we tell them they cannot use it for
what they wanted to use it for. Thus,
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
RILEY).

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, my grandfather told
me one time, learn how to take yes for
an answer. I would like to thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for the
support of this bill. I think everything
that the gentleman said, when you talk
about allowing a community to have
the opportunity to make a determina-
tion for what is best for their citizens,
I think everyone in this Chamber
would agree with it.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), because
we do have a unique problem in Ala-
bama. I had an opportunity with the
Vice President a couple of years ago to
go through Tuscaloosa County and also
through Birmingham when an F-5 tor-
nado came through. It was one of the
most horrific things I have ever seen in
my life.

When you have a great deal of the
population living in clusters where
there is absolutely no protection now,
for us to make a determination that a
local government should not be able to
use these grants as they see fit to pro-
tect their citizens I think is an abomi-
nation of the process.

So I just want to congratulate the
author of this bill, offer my support for
it, and, again, congratulate and thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
his continued support.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say I guess this is apparently a tem-
porary bill, because the gentleman
from Alabama, the author of the bill,
said that we needed this because Fed-
eral taxes were too high, although the
rates are not higher than they were 20
years ago when Ronald Reagan reduced
them. We put them part of the way
back up.

But the Republican Party apparently
is about to put taxes at what it thinks
is the appropriate level. In fact, that is
why we are doing this bill today. We
are doing this bill today so they can
corral enough Republicans to be here
and stay in the Committee on Ways
and Means and vote for another part of
the tax cut. That is the reason it is on
the floor today.

So the gentleman from Alabama said
you need CDBG because Federal taxes
are too high. So I assume that once
they get their tax cut through at the
level they have decided, if they are
able to do it, that we will then see the
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demise of CDBG, because once we have
cut taxes back to what the Republican
Party thinks is the appropriate level,
we will not need the CDBG program.

Many of us have long suspected that
that was the plan. When we look at
their approach to the Federal budget,
it occurred to us that when you enact
the level of tax reduction they are
talking about, then many current Fed-
eral programs we will no longer be able
to afford.

So I think what the gentleman has
given us is the philosophical rationale,
first come the tax cuts, then will come
the elimination of programs such as
CDBG.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to wrap up by
simply hitting two points. The first
thing I wanted to make very clear, Mr.
Chairman, is that H.R. 247 creates no
new Federal mandates on local govern-
ments or on private industry, nor does
it authorize the expenditure of one
dime of taxpayer money. It merely per-
mits local communities entirely at
their option to tap into available Fed-
eral funds to build storm-safe shelters
for residents of manufactured housing.
That is all it does. Those are existing
funds. It gives them the right to use
that for what they want it for. It is
their money; they paid the taxes. I
want to give them this option.

I want to clarify something else,
since I have been sponsoring this legis-
lation. What have we done about torna-
does over the last 150 years? Interest-
ingly enough, at one time we were an
agrarian society; and 80 years ago, 100
years ago, most of us worked outside,
many of us in the field. An old-timer
recently told me after the Tuscaloosa
tornado that his grandfather could pre-
dict these things. He could tell they
were coming; he could read the sky,
read the signs; and he could tell you
when a tornado was coming 30 minutes
before, and they would all go down in
that shelter.

Well, we do not have that luxury
today. We are inside, we are not out-
side in the field, we do not know how
to read the weather, we do not know
the signs like our grandfathers and
great grandfathers did, but we have got
something that they never dreamed of
having. We have the technology of
turning on our TV screen and seeing a
street map with our street on that map
and the television station telling us
that in 30 minutes a tornado will be
hitting our community, and telling us
within 2 minutes of when it will arrive.

The next time, next year, not this
year, it is too late for this year, but
next year, when the citizens that the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. RILEY)
and the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CRAMER) and the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. HILLIARD) and I represent
turn on that radio or they turn on that
TV and they hear that in 30 minutes a
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tornado will be in the New Bethel com-
munity, or the Rock Creek community,
like the one that hit Rock Creek, that
they will be able to go down in a shel-
ter near their mobile home or near
their manufactured home, and they
will have a chance to survive this tor-
nado. When they do that, when that
money is spent by that county or that
city, it will be the people’s money,
money they sent to Washington, and
they ought to ultimately decide how it
is spent.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
the ranking member of the full com-
mittee.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to put the entire debate on
this bill in some perspective. The gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) has
introduced a very good-faith effort to
deal with a real problem. At every sin-
gle Congress, at the beginning of the
Congress, especially when you have a
new administration, you run into a dif-
ficulty. You want the committee to
work; and unfortunately, there is not
that much legislation that has gone
through the committee process, so you
try to create filler legislation on the
floor.

There is a difficulty, however. Very
frequently the leadership will bring to
the floor exclusively bills that have
been principally sponsored by Members
of their own party. They will not look
at all the bills that have been prin-
cipally sponsored by Members of the
opposition party.

Secondly, sometimes they go as far
as totally bypassing every single proce-
dure that is required by the rules of the
House, that is, subcommittee hearing
and markup, full committee hearing
and markup, et cetera. Sometimes they
bypass that in cooperation and con-
sultation with the minority; some-
times they just bypass the minority
and have no prior consultation and
concurrence.

That is what happened here. There
was nothing. They needed filler, they
went to a Republican chiefly sponsored
bill and said we have to bring some-
thing to the floor, let us bring it up,
and forget about the fact that there
was no hearing, forget about the fact
there was no markup, and forget about
the fact that you did not discuss it
with the Democrats; we will just bring
it to the floor.

That is what we objected to, not all
that strenuously. We had one motion
to adjourn, and that was it, just to
make the point. We were willing to go
on. It was the Republicans that then
called for the vote on the rule. Why?
Because they wanted to delay, because
they have got committee meetings
going on right now, the Committee on
Ways and Means, for example; and they
wanted more filler. So they were the
ones that engaged in the dilatory tac-
tics on that.
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With respect to this bill, this can be
a very good bill, a bill we can support.
I, for one though, have two, and, de-
pending upon the disposition of those
two, possibly three amendments. For
example, a State or locality right now
is required to use 70 percent of its
CDBG funds for the support of activi-
ties that benefit persons of low and
moderate income. That means that
States and localities could use 30 per-
cent for affluents, if they wanted to.
Under this bill, the monies could be
used for a for-profit owner of a manu-
factured housing development for high-
er-income individuals, or even in resort
properties.

So I think we need to deal with that,
and I have an amendment that I think
should be accepted that deals with
that, that says it should only be used
in a neighborhood consisting predomi-
nantly of persons of low and moderate
income.

Secondly, who are we going to help?
Is it just going to be the individuals
who live within this complex? Is it
going to be exclusively for them, even
though it should be a shelter for the
public?

We could deal with that, and I have
an amendment that would deal with
that. It would say they may not be
made available for use on an exclusive
basis, but shall generally serve the
residents of the local area.

If those two amendments are accept-
ed, I would be able to support the bill.
If they are not, I have a third amend-
ment.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The gentleman from Ala-
bama has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, in clos-
ing, it was asked, who is this bill for?
This bill was described as ‘‘filler.”
Well, let me again go back to who this
bill is for.

This is, as I said, Whitney, and her
little brother, Wesley, Crowder. It is
too late for Wesley. He is dead. But it
is not too late for Whitney. I will tell
you, I do not think the people that live
in my district that live in mobile
homes consider this legislation as
filler. In fact, I think they would take
offense to the characterization of this
legislation as filler. To them, it is a
matter of life or death.

Now, there are questions raised about
the bill. The bill was published in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Monday.
Several speakers have said they have
not had a chance to read the bill. Well,
here is the bill. It is one page long.
They could read it in about 40 seconds.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Tornado Shelters Act, H.R. 247,
which makes a modest change in the use of
existing federal block grant money that will
help localities all across the Nation build tor-
nado shelters in manufactured housing com-
munities.
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Just last week, a tornado hit a small com-
munity in my district, Yulee, FL. Though the
tornado was by all accounts a weak one, offi-
cially registering an F-0, it reminded all of us
in northeast Florida just how vulnerable we
are to these sort of natural disasters. This mild
tornado shattered 91 double-paned classroom
windows, pulled a portable classroom off its
concrete block piers, and damaged roof vents
and computers with rain and mud at the local
elementary school. In addition, it tore a 12-by-
12 foot section of roof from a local church.

In a nearby county, where an F—1 tornado
hit a few hours earlier, similar property dam-
age was done to vehicles, buildings, and
homes, including mobile homes.

The people of Yulee were relatively fortu-
nate—the damage was primarily to crops and
property and no lives were lost. But, even that
kind of damage can be devastating to the indi-
viduals affected. It takes a lot to rebuild your
home and life after a disaster hits.

This bill merely remedies a quirk in the law.
Community Development Block Grant money
can now be used to construct storm shelters
in low-to-moderate income housing commu-
nities and apartment buildings, but it cannot
be used to build a shelter in a mobile home
park. It makes no new appropriations and re-
moves no current authority. It merely gives
communities more flexibility in using existing
funds.

Thus, | rise in support of this commonsense
legislation and | urge my colleagues to support
it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and num-
bered 1 is considered as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and is
considered read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 247

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tornado
Shelters Act”.

SEC. 2. CDBG ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.

Section 105(a) of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5305(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (23) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘“(24) the construction or improvement of
tornado- or storm-safe shelters for manufac-
tured housing parks and residents of other
manufactured housing, the acquisition of
real property for sites for such shelters, and
the provision of assistance (including loans
and grants) to nonprofit or for-profit entities
(including owners of such parks) for such
construction, improvement, or acquisition;
and”’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. During
consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chair may accord priority in
recognition to a Member offering an
amendment that he has printed in the

All
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designated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK:

In section 2, insert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’ be-
fore ‘“‘Section 105(a)”’.

At the end of section 2, add the following
new subsection:

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to any amounts otherwise made
available for grants under title I of the Hous-
ing and Community Development Act of 1974
(42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.), there is authorized to
be appropriated for assistance only for ac-
tivities pursuant to section 105(a)(24) of such
Act $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Alabama reserves a
point of order.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I had
consulted with the Parliamentarian.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a general
increase in the authorization. This is
an authorization of $560 million specifi-
cally for the purposes authorized in the
bill. It is a grant of money specific to
the particular bill.

The point is one we have already ad-
dressed. Many of us agree with the gen-
tleman from Alabama that this is an
important purpose. With the changes
that the gentleman from New York
talked about, we are very much in sup-
port of it. I agree and have worked long
and hard to protect people who live in
manufactured housing.
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The problem is that absent this
amendment and subsequent action, we
would hope, by the Committee on Ap-
propriations, communities will be
faced with a choice. They can accom-
modate this particular authority to
build the shelters only by reducing ac-
tivities in which they are currently en-
gaged. Indeed, this would set aside $50
million only for these activities so that
this particular level of activity would
be in some ways protected. It is a life-
saving activity. If we believe that there
is a very broad activity, then it seems
to me incumbent upon us to fund it
fully and not put communities to the
choice.

It is one thing when we are creating
a brand new program; it is another
when we are funding an already exist-
ing program. With existing programs in
many areas, there tend to be existing
funding patterns. So that if a new pur-
pose is now allowed to them to take ad-
vantage of this new purpose, they may
face the need to defund some other pur-
pose, because their money has tended
to be committed. That is not true in
every area, but I do think in ongoing
programs we are aware that there is
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very often a set of expectations that
people have, such as these groups have
been funded, et cetera.

I do not think we ought to say to the
local communities, okay, you must, if
you are going to take advantage of
this, stop doing something you are now
doing; I think instead we ought to say,
here is additional money for that pur-
pose, and that is what this amendment
does. This amendment authorizes addi-
tional money for this important pur-
pose. It would seem to me odd if we
were to talk about how important this
lifesaving function is and not be pre-
pared to provide communities with the
money to make sure that they were
taking advantage of it without them
having to make the kind of difficult
choices that they would otherwise have
to make.

I say this in particular because what
many of us have found is, and again, I
admire the gentleman’s desire to pro-
tect people in manufactured housing;
not coming from an area where torna-
does have been a problem, this par-
ticular aspect had not been one that is
foremost in my mind, but I think they
deserve protection; but what we found
is that in some areas, people who live
in manufactured housing are not fully
respected in the political process. They
are sometimes seen as a small minor-
ity, sometimes are seen as isolated
within the community, and the danger
here is that if we simply submit this
into the regular Community Develop-
ment Block Grant process, in commu-
nities where there is an ongoing set of
claimants, the chances that the people
who live in manufactured housing will
be able to get the full benefit of this
may not be great.

So the virtue of this amendment is
that it makes sure that in those areas
where there is vulnerable manufac-
tured housing, there is a very high
chance that the people will get the ben-
efit of the program and they will not be
put in a political conflict with other
claimants in that community, and it
addresses the issue raised by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida who is not now
with us and who has been a great
champion of this; namely, making sure
that as we increase the purposes for
which CDBG is put, we do not dilute
the pot. I would hope this is a case that
will be a precedent that would say, as
we add to the functions of CDBG, we
should add to the money that is avail-
able to perform them.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I agree,
and I withdraw my point of order to
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman withdraws his
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
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by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
there further amendments?
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. TRAFI-
CANT:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 3. USE OF AMERICAN PRODUCTS.

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-
MENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of the
Congress that, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available for the ac-
tivities authorized under the amendment
made by this Act should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available for the activities authorized under
the amendment made by this Act, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
to the greatest extent practicable, shall pro-
vide to such entity a notice describing the
statement made in subsection (a) by the Con-
gress.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
last quarter trade deficit was $119 bil-
lion. Three months. That is about $40
billion a month.

I agree wholeheartedly with the
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) and with
the debate that has come from both the
gentleman from Massachusetts and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE). I think this is a good bill, and
we should consider their concerns.

But one thing is for sure, and that is
when we do have a disaster, I think ev-
erybody should try to at least purchase
and price American goods and services
before they purchase foreign-made
goods. It is a very simple, straight-
forward amendment. I think the argu-
ments that are being made from this
side on this bill are noteworthy and
should be taken into consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for approval of
my amendment.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule VIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT) will be postponed.

Are there further amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LA FALCE

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.

Are
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LAFALCE:

In the new paragraph (24) proposed to be
inserted by section 2(3) of the bill, insert be-
fore ‘‘; and” the following: ‘¢, except that a
shelter assisted with amounts made avail-
able pursuant to this paragraph shall be lo-
cated in a neighborhood consisting predomi-
nantly of persons of low and moderate in-
come’’.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, this is
a perfecting amendment to the bill de-
signed to conform it to the purpose of
CDBG.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 247 allows for-
profit entities to gain access to CDBG
funds for the construction, improve-
ment or acquisition of tornado or
storm-safe shelters for manufactured
housing. In general, one might assume
that the residents of manufactured
housing or of a manufactured housing
park would be low- and moderate-in-
come. However, that is not always the
case, and H.R. 247 does not require this.

Now, allowing for-profit entities to
use CDBG funds is not without prece-
dent, although it is certainly not the
norm. For example, we do allow for-
profits to use CDBG funds to carry out
economic development activity. How-
ever, we condition such use on tar-
geting language; that is, they are only
eligible to use funds if the activity ben-
efits low- and moderate-income per-
sons.

So my amendment would simply
track this type of amendment for the
new eligible use we would authorize by
this bill simply requiring that the tor-
nado or storm shelter be located in a
neighborhood consisting predomi-
nantly of persons of low- and moderate-
income.

Mr. Chairman, I urge its acceptance
and adoption.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I have
no objection to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there further amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LA FALCE

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LAFALCE:

In the new paragraph (24) proposed to be
inserted by section 2(3) of the bill, insert be-
fore ‘‘; and” the following: *‘, except that a
shelter assisted with amounts made avail-
able pursuant to this paragraph may not be
made available exclusively for use of the
residents of a particular manufactured hous-
ing park or of other manufactured housing,
but shall generally serve the residents of the
area in which it is located”.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, this is
a perfecting amendment to the bill de-
signed to conform it to the purpose of
CDBG.

The primary bill, H.R. 247, allows for-
profit entities to gain access to CDBG
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funds for the construction, improve-
ment or acquisition of tornado or
storm-safe shelters for manufactured
housing. But, the way the bill is draft-
ed, it would seem possible for the shel-
ters to be used exclusively for the resi-
dents of the manufacturing housing de-
velopment of the for-profit entity. It
cannot and should not be the case that
these for-profits can use these public
funds just to serve their paying resi-
dents.

The facilities should be, if built with
public monies, available to the general
public. On a practical level, I do not see
how we can demand less. If there is a
tornado, it is unimaginable that indi-
viduals who find themselves in the ap-
proximate vicinity of the onset of a
huge storm and have nowhere else to
g0 should be turned away and put at
physical risk. Certainly we should not
be using public funds to sanction such
an action.

So my amendment simply states that
the shelters constructed under this bill
may not be made available exclusively
for the use of the residents of a par-
ticular manufactured housing park or
of other manufactured housing, but
shall generally serve the residents of
the area in which it is located.

I would assume this change is
unobjectionable; I would assume this
amendment would be supported. If this
amendment is supported, as the last
one, I will support the bill and allow
the bill to pass by voice vote, so if
there is any recorded vote, it would
have to be the members of the majority
who are asking for it, perhaps for pur-
poses of whipping their members on
some bill coming up next week, not be-
cause we are desirous of it.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

As with the previous amendment, it
is my understanding that only low-in-
come and moderate-income families
would qualify under the existing law,
but to clarify it further and to clarify
with this amendment the additional
wording, I welcome that as the intent
of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 0,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 60]

AYES—396
Abercrombie Dingell Jenkins
Aderholt Doggett John
Akin Dooley Johnson (IL)
Allen Doolittle Johnson, Sam
Andrews Doyle Jones (NC)
Baca Dreier Kanjorski
Bachus Duncan Kaptur
Baird Dunn Keller
Baker Edwards Kelly
Baldacci Ehlers Kennedy (MN)
Baldwin Ehrlich Kennedy (RI)
Ballenger Emerson Kerns
Barcia Engel Kildee
Barr English Kilpatrick
Barrett Eshoo Kind (WI)
Bartlett Etheridge King (NY)
Barton Evans Kingston
Bass Everett Kirk
Bereuter Farr Kleczka
Berkley Fattah Knollenberg
Berry Ferguson Kolbe
Biggert Filner Kucinich
Bilirakis Flake LaFalce
Bishop Foley LaHood
Blagojevich Ford Lampson
Blumenauer Fossella Langevin
Blunt Frank Lantos
Boehlert Frelinghuysen Largent
Boehner Frost Larsen (WA)
Bonilla Gallegly Larson (CT)
Bonior Ganske Latham
Bono Gekas LaTourette
Borski Gephardt Leach
Boswell Gibbons Lee
Boucher Gilchrest Levin
Boyd Gillmor Lewis (CA)
Brady (PA) Gilman Lewis (GA)
Brady (TX) Gonzalez Lewis (KY)
Brown (OH) Goode Linder
Brown (SC) Goodlatte Lipinski
Bryant Goss LoBiondo
Burr Graham Lofgren
Burton Granger Lowey
Buyer Graves Lucas (KY)
Callahan Green (TX) Lucas (OK)
Camp Green (WI) Luther
Cantor Greenwood Maloney (CT)
Capito Grucci Maloney (NY)
Capps Gutierrez Manzullo
Capuano Gutknecht Markey
Cardin Hall (TX) Mascara
Carson (IN) Hansen Matheson
Carson (OK) Harman Matsui
Castle Hart McCarthy (MO)
Chabot Hastings (FL) McCarthy (NY)
Chambliss Hayes McCrery
Clay Hayworth McGovern
Clayton Hefley McHugh
Clement Herger MecInnis
Clyburn Hill McIntyre
Coble Hilleary McKeon
Collins Hilliard McKinney
Combest Hinchey McNulty
Condit Hinojosa Meehan
Conyers Hobson Meek (FL)
Cooksey Hoeffel Meeks (NY)
Costello Hoekstra Menendez
Coyne Holden Mica
Cramer Holt Millender-
Crane Honda McDonald
Crenshaw Hooley Miller (FL)
Crowley Horn Miller, Gary
Cubin Hostettler Miller, George
Culberson Houghton Mink
Cummings Hoyer Mollohan
Dayvis (CA) Hulshof Moore
Davis (IL) Hunter Moran (KS)
Dayvis, Jo Ann Hutchinson Moran (VA)
Dayvis, Tom Hyde Murtha
Deal Inslee Myrick
DeFazio Isakson Nadler
DeGette Israel Napolitano
Delahunt Issa Neal
DeLauro Istook Nethercutt
DeLay Jackson (IL) Ney
DeMint Jackson-Lee Northup
Deutsch (TX) Norwood
Dicks Jefferson Nussle
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Oberstar Royce Tanner
Obey Rush Tauscher
Olver Ryan (WI) Tauzin
Ortiz Ryun (KS) Taylor (MS)
Osborne Sabo Taylor (NC)
Ose Sanchez Terry
Otter Sanders Thomas
Owens Sandlin Thompson (CA)
Oxley Sawyer Thompson (MS)
Pallone Saxton Thornberry
Pascrell Schaffer Thune
Pastor Schgkowsky Thurman
Paul ) Schiff Tiahrt
Pelosi Schrock Tiberi
Pence Scott Tierney
Peterson (MN) Sensenbrenner Towns
Pet’,e'rson (PA) Serrgno Traficant
Petri Sessions

Turner
Phelps Shadegg Udall (CO)
Pickering Shaw Udall (NM)
Pitts Shays
Platts Sherman Uptpn
Pombo Sherwood V'elazquez
Pomeroy Shimkus Visclosky
Price (NC) Shows Vitter
Pryce (OH) Simmons Walden
Putnam Skeen Walsh
Quinn Skelton Wamp
Radanovich Slaughter Waters
Rahall Smith (NJ) Watkins
Ramstad Smith (TX) Watt (NC)
Regula Smith (WA) Waxman
Rehberg Snyder Weiner
Reynolds Solis Weldon (FL)
Riley Souder Weldon (PA)
Rivers Spence Weller
Rodriguez Spratt Wexler
Roemer Stark Whitfield
Rogers (KY) Stearns Wicker
Rogers (MI) Stenholm Wilson
Rohrabacher Strickland Woolsey
Ros-Lehtinen Stump Wu
Ross Stupak Wynn
Roukema Sununu Young (AK)
Roybal-Allard Sweeney Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—36
Ackerman Fletcher Portman
Armey Gordon Rangel
Becerra Hall (OH) Reyes
Bentsen Hastings (WA) Rothman
Berman Johnson (CT) Scarborough
Brown (FL) Johnson, E.B. Simpson
Calvert Jones (OH) Sisisky
Cannon McCollum Smith (MI)
Cox McDermott Tancredo
Cunningham Moakley Toomey
Davis (FL) Morella Watts (OK)
Diaz-Balart Payne Wolf
] 1403

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, | was un-
avoidably detained and missed rolicall vote
No. 60, on the Traficant amendment. Had |
been here, | would have voted “aye.”

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Are there any other amend-
ments? If not, the question is on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS) having assumed the chair,
Mr. LAHoOD, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 247) to amend
the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 to authorize commu-
nities to use community development
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block grant funds for construction of
tornado-safe shelters in manufactured
home parks, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 93, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole? If not, the
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8(c) of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on the ques-
tion of the Speaker’s approval of the
Journal, which will occur immediately
after this vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 401, noes 6,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 61]

AYES—401
Abercrombie Brown (S0) Deal
Aderholt Bryant DeFazio
Akin Burr DeGette
Allen Burton Delahunt
Andrews Buyer DeLauro
Armey Callahan DeLay
Baca Camp DeMint
Bachus Cantor Deutsch
Baird Capito Dicks
Baker Capps Dingell
Baldacci Capuano Doggett
Baldwin Cardin Dooley
Ballenger Carson (IN) Doolittle
Barcia Carson (OK) Doyle
Barr Castle Dreier
Barrett Chabot Dunn
Bartlett Chambliss Edwards
Barton Clay Ehlers
Bass Clayton Ehrlich
Bereuter Clement Emerson
Berkley Clyburn Engel
Berman Coble English
Berry Combest Eshoo
Biggert Condit Etheridge
Bilirakis Conyers Evans
Bishop Cooksey Everett
Blagojevich Costello Farr
Blumenauer Cox Fattah
Blunt Coyne Ferguson
Boehlert Cramer Filner
Boehner Crane Foley
Bonilla Crenshaw Ford
Bonior Crowley Fossella
Bono Cubin Frank
Borski Culberson Frelinghuysen
Boswell Cummings Frost
Boucher Davis (CA) Gallegly
Boyd Dayvis (FL) Ganske
Brady (PA) Davis (IL) Gekas
Brady (TX) Davis, Jo Ann Gephardt
Brown (OH) Davis, Tom Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Largent
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo

Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
MecInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
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Ross
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryan (W)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOES—6
Collins Flake Shadegg
Duncan Paul Stump
NOT VOTING—25
Ackerman Gordon Rothman
Becerra Goss Scarborough
Bentsen Hastings (WA) Simpson
Brown (FL) Hoeffel Sisisky
Calvert Johnson, E.B. Smith (MI)
Cannon Jones (OH) Toomey
Cunningham Lantos Watts (OK)
Diaz-Balart Moakley
Fletcher Portman
0 1420

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, | was ab-
sent on rollcall vote 61, final passage for H.R.
247. Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye.”

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained and missed rollcall vote No. 61,
on passage of H.R. 247. Had | been here, |
would have voted “aye.”

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to clause 1, rule I,
the pending business is the question of
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 247,
the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS 1IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 247, TOR-
NADO SHELTERS ACT

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that in the engrossment
of the bill, H.R. 247, the Clerk be au-
thorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, and cross-references and
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary
to reflect the actions of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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MAKING IN ORDER ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 27, 2001 IN THE COM-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE DEBATE
ON CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2002

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
on Tuesday, March 27, 2001, for the
Speaker, pursuant to clause 2(b) of rule
XVIII, to declare the House resolved
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for a period
of debate on the subject of the Concur-
rent Resolution on the Budget for Fis-
cal Year 2002; that such period of de-
bate not exceed 3 hours; that 2 hours of
such debate be confined to the congres-
sional budget and be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and that 1 hour
of such debate be on the subject of eco-
nomic goals and policies and be equally
divided and controlled by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) or their designees; that after
such period of debate, the Committee
of the Whole rise without motion; and
that no further consideration of the
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget
for Fiscal Year 2002 be in order except
pursuant to a subsequent order of the
House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, although I
do not intend to object, I would like to
ask a question.

It is my understanding that the first
hour of the 3 hours of general debate
will begin at 5 p.m. on Tuesday. The re-
maining 2 hours will be resumed after
the vote or votes that begin at 6 p.m.
on Tuesday.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER) to con-
firm that this is the intent of the ma-
jority.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, it sounds
as if we coordinated things perfectly.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

——

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have asked for this time to inquire
about next week’s schedule, and I wish
to yield to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to announce that the House has
completed its legislative business for
the week.
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The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Tuesday, March 27 at
12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2 p.m.
for legislative business. The House will
consider a number of business under
suspension of the rules, a list of which
will be distributed to Member’s offices
tomorrow. No recorded votes are ex-
pected before 6 p.m. on Tuesday.

Mr. Speaker, also on Tuesday the
House is expected to consider the Om-
nibus Committee Funding Resolution
beginning at 4 p.m. At 5 p.m., the
House will begin 3 hours of general de-
bate on the budget resolution. No budg-
et-related votes are expected on Tues-
day.

On Wednesday, March 28, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will con-
sider the following measures subject to
the rules: The budget resolution for the
fiscal year 2002; H.R. 6, the Marriage
Tax Elimination Act of 2001.

Mr. Speaker, obviously next week
will be a busy and productive week on
the floor. In expectation of that busy
week, I wish all of my colleagues a
restful weekend and time at home with
their family and their constituents.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if I
may inquire of the gentleman, the tax
bill is expected to be on the floor on
Tuesday?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will yield, the tax bill is ex-
pected on the floor on Thursday.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. On Thursday?

Mr. ARMEY. Right.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Should Members
expect to be here voting on Friday?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, we cannot
say for certain now. This is a busy
week with a lot of work, and as we get
a measure of the week’s progress, we
will try to inform Members as early as
possible about Friday; but for now we
have no plans other than we will be
working on Thursday and Friday.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman.

——

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 26, 2001

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

——

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 27, 2001

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, March 26,
2001, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, March 27, for morning hour
debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

4271

There was no objection.

———
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

——————

SENSE OF CONGRESS ON HAGUE
CONVENTION ON CIVIL ASPECTS
OF INTERNATIONAL CHILD AB-
DUCTION

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on International Relations be
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 69) expressing the sense of the
Congress on the Hague Convention on
the Civil Aspects of International Child
Abduction and urging all contracting
states to the Convention to recommend
the production of practice guides, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 69

Whereas 20 years ago, the Hague Conven-
tion on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction was a bold step forward to
provide a uniform process for resolving inter-
national child abduction cases;

Whereas over the past 2 decades, the Con-
vention has had increasingly important and
positive effects and has grown in terms of
the number of Contracting States and the
level of interest of other nations;

Whereas there has been an increase of mul-
tinational marriages and a corresponding in-
crease of international abductions of chil-
dren by parents;

Whereas as travel becomes faster and easi-
er, and as multinational marriages become
more common, the Convention is more sig-
nificant than ever;

Whereas on 2 occasions, the International
Centre for Missing and Exploited Children
and the National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children have convened professionals
and experts in international child abduction
to examine their experiences with the Con-
vention;

Whereas on both occasions, the partici-
pants affirmed their overwhelming commit-
ment to the Convention, but were also uni-
fied in the conclusion that there are serious
shortcomings in its implementation;

Whereas the shortcomings include—

(1) a lack of awareness by policy makers
and the general public of the Convention and
of the problem of international child abduc-
tion, making the successful resolution of
cases more difficult;
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(2) the fact that, in too many instances,
the process for resolving an international
child abduction is too slow;

(3) a lack of uniformity in the interpreta-
tion of the Convention from nation to na-
tion;

(4) the fact that key exceptions provided in
the Convention to ensure reason and com-
mon sense have in some cases ceased to be
viewed as exceptions, have instead become
the rule, and are frequently used as justifica-
tions for not returning abducted children;

(b) the increasing difficulty of enforcing
access rights for parents under Article 21 of
the Convention;

(6) the need of parents for significant per-
sonal financial resources to obtain legal rep-
resentation and proceed under the Conven-
tion and, in many places, the lack of assist-
ance for parents who do not have such re-
sources;

(7) a serious lack of training, knowledge,
and experience for judges in international
child abduction cases, because there are too
many courts hearing these cases and in most
instances few such cases for each court; and

(8) in many instances, the lack of enforce-
ment of court orders for the return of chil-
dren; and

Whereas the International Centre for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children has promised to
support an effort to produce practice guides
to provide a framework for applying the Con-
vention: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That—

(1) it is the sense of the Congress that—

(A) the original intent of the Hague Con-
vention on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction—to provide a uniform proc-
ess for resolving international child abduc-
tion cases—is more important than ever;

(B) practice guides should be developed for
the Convention that build on recognized best
practices under the Convention and provide a
framework for applying the Convention;

(C) the Convention itself need not be modi-
fied;

(D) the practices identified and included in
the practice guides should not be legally
binding on Contracting States to the Con-
vention and should be based on research and
the advice of experts to help ensure the most
effective process possible;

(E) the practice guides should be developed
in 3 stages: comparative research and con-
sultations, meetings of expert committees to
develop drafts, and consideration of the
drafts by a future Special Commission; and

(F) the Permanent Bureau of The Hague
should organize the process of developing the
practice guides; and

(2) the Congress urges all Contracting
States to the Convention to adopt a resolu-
tion recommending that—

(A) the Permanent Bureau of The Hague
produce and promote practice guides to as-
sist in the implementation and operation of
the Convention; and

(B) such a proposal to produce practice
guides be adopted by the Fourth Special
Commission at The Hague in March 2001.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), for
making it possible for the House to
consider this resolution on the eve of
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the Fourth Special Commission on the
Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects
of International Child Abduction.

I want to commend the author of the
resolution, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. LAMPSON), with whom I have
worked very closely on this issue. He
has been a real leader, working on be-
half of stolen American children and
their left-behind parents.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be a prin-
cipal Republican cosponsor on this im-
portant bipartisan legislation, and I
look forward to traveling to The Hague
next week to present this resolution to
the 60 member countries represented at
the Commission.

H. Con. Res. 69 expresses the sense of
the Congress on the Hague Convention
on the civil aspects of international
child abduction and urges all con-
tracting states to the convention to
recommend the production of practice
guides.

The resolution stresses that pro-
viding a uniform process for resolving
international child abduction cases is
more important than ever, and urges
that practice guides be developed for
the convention that build on recog-
nized best practices under the conven-
tion. Adoption of this resolution today,
I believe, will send a strong message to
representatives of those Hague Conven-
tion signatories who will be meeting
over the next several days that the
United States Government is serious
about insisting that all contracting
parties to the Hague Convention com-
ply fully with both the letter and the
spirit of their international obligations
under the convention. By adopting the
practice guides suggested in the resolu-
tion, Hague countries can create a bet-
ter environment for the eventual safe
return of abducted children to their
custodial parent. The Hague Conven-
tion provides for a child that has been
abducted to or retained in a country
other than his or her country of habit-
ual residence to be speedily returned to
the country of habitual residence.
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Sadly, the process has not always
worked well. The State Department re-
ports that there are at any given time
more than 1,000 open cases of American
children either abducted or wrongfully
retained in a foreign country. Thou-
sands more are thought to go unre-
ported. The National Center for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children estimates
that there are 165,000 parental kidnap-
ping cases each year and that approxi-
mately 10 percent involve a parent who
has taken a child abroad without per-
mission.

Mr. Speaker, the production and pro-
motion of practice guides as proposed
in this thoughtful resolution can pro-
vide great assistance in the implemen-
tation and operation of The Hague Con-
vention. Last year this House adopted
a resolution that I authored with the
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gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON)
that urged noncomplying countries to
take the necessary measures to bring
themselves into compliance with The
Hague Convention. Let us take another
step today to help these stolen children
and their left-behind parents. Let us
adopt this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. LAMPSON). I also want to
again thank him for his leadership in
this very important area of the law.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio not only for
his work on this, which was a yeoman’s
effort to bring up, but all the work
that he has done on behalf of missing
and exploited children. The Congres-
sional Caucus is very proud to have
him as one of its members; and many
other Members, about 147 of us, have
worked diligently to bring this issue to
the absolute forefront of the American
people. We are making progress.

As the gentleman said, he and I will
be attending the Fourth Special Com-
mission on The Hague Convention on
Civil Aspects of International Child
Abduction. It is imperative that we
demonstrate a level of commitment by
the United States House of Representa-
tives on this issue. Should this resolu-
tion pass, the gentleman from Ohio and
I will present it to the 60 member coun-
tries represented at The Hague and
urge their delegations to support a
best-practices guide.

This resolution urges that all con-
tracting states to The Hague Conven-
tion adopt a resolution drafted by the
International Centre for Missing and
Exploited Children as well as the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited
Children that would recommend that
the Permanent Bureau of The Hague
produce and promote practice guides to
assist in the implementation and oper-
ation of the Convention.

As travel becomes faster and easier
and as multinational marriages be-
come more frequent, The Hague Con-
vention is more significant today than
ever before. The International Centre
for Missing and Exploited Children and
the National Center have convened pro-
fessionals and experts in international
child abduction to examine their expe-
riences with The Hague Convention.

Participants in both of these forums
affirmed their overwhelming commit-
ment to the Convention but were also
unified in the conclusion that there are
serious shortcomings in its implemen-
tation, including the lack of awareness
of the Convention and the problem of
international child abduction by pol-
icymakers and the general public. In
too many instances, the processes are
too slow; there is a lack of uniformity
from country to country; there is grow-
ing concern that key exceptions pro-
vided within the treaty to ensure rea-
son and common sense have in some
cases ceased to be viewed as exceptions
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and instead have become the rule;
there is great concern about the grow-
ing difficulty involved with enforcing
access rights for parents; and in many
instances, even where courts order re-
turns, the enforcement of those orders
is lacking or nonexistent.

We do not believe that the treaty
itself should be modified, but practice
guides would build upon recognized
best practices under the Convention
and provide a framework for applying
the Convention. The practices identi-
fied and included in the guides would
not be legally binding upon signatory
countries but would serve as guidance
to countries based upon research and
the advice of experts in order to help
ensure the most effective process pos-
sible.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of
the House of Representatives to vote
for H. Con. Res. 69.

I want to also recognize and thank so
very much those Members who signed
on to this resolution as a cosponsor
when we needed them. I introduced the
bill on Tuesday with the hope that my
colleagues would recognize the impor-
tance of this statement and rush it to
the floor by the end of the week. My
colleagues stepped up to the plate.

I want to especially recognize those
Members of Congress and staff who
worked to move this along. After the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) ob-
viously, it is the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), Tom Mooney, David
Abramowitz, Dan Turton, Tim Fried-
man, Kirk Boyle, Nisha Desai and
Hillel Weinberg.

I know it was not easy, but I sin-
cerely appreciate the efforts put forth
by Members and staff on both sides of
the aisle to bring this to the floor. It is
indeed a nonpartisan issue and one
that we can all embrace.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CHABOT:

In the text after the resolving clause, in
paragraph (1)(F) and paragraph (2)(A), insert
““Conference on Private International Law”’
after “The Hague’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FERGUSON). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the concurrent resolu-
tion, as amended.

The concurrent resolution, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY

MR. CHABOT

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I offer an

amendment to the preamble.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the preamble offered by Mr.
CHABOT:

In the preamble, at the end of paragraph
(8) of the seventh clause, strike ‘“‘and” and
insert after such clause the following new
clause:

Whereas the Permanent Bureau of The
Hague Conference on Private International
Law has made significant contributions to
the implementation of the Convention but
recognizes that more needs to be done; and

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment to the
preamble offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

ON THE ARMY’S DECISION RE-
GARDING ISSUANCE OF BLACK
BERETS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, last week the Pentagon an-
nounced that an agreement had been
reached regarding the Army Chief of
Staff’s decision to issue black berets
for all Army personnel. After months
of discord caused by what can only be
called a gross error in judgment, it was
decided that the Rangers would change
from the honored black beret which
they had been wearing since 1951 to a
tan beret and the regular Army per-
sonnel would now wear the black beret.

Once again the Rangers, among the
most elite soldiers that the Army has
to offer, took a back seat to political
correctness and social engineering
within, and I quote, ‘‘the Army of one.”

Mr. Speaker, I want to read for Mem-
bers some of the letters that I have re-
ceived from citizens regarding this
issue.

This letter is from Mr. Harold
Westerholm, a World War II Ranger
from Oxford, North Carolina:

The Rangers fought hard to gain the re-
spect and to be bestowed the honor of wear-
ing a black beret. Merely giving the ordinary
soldier the privilege of wearing a black beret
will not improve his morale. Morale is
gained through respect, respect which is
earned through deed.

Let me also quote a letter from Mr.
James Roe:

I strongly disagree with the United States
Army ignoring the Made in America Act for
the purchase of the black berets. It is unbe-
lievable to me that you would allow our
military to purchase the new headgear from
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China. North Carolina is a major textile-pro-
ducing State, which has been devastated by
low-cost Chinese imports. How did you let
this happen? How can our brave men and
women be forced to wear Chinese-manufac-
tured berets?

My answer to Mr. Roe and to the mil-
lions of other Americans who have
asked that question is that it happened
because the Congress was not consulted
or informed of the decision to bypass
the Buy American Act. I spoke with a
small business owner yesterday who
would have gladly bid on the order for
the berets if she had only been given
the opportunity. What is more, she
could have made the berets for almost
$3 less than it is costing you and me
and every taxpayer to import them
from Communist China.

Also, I heard from retired Lieutenant
Colonel William Luther. Colonel Lu-
ther wrote:

Those who can act on this matter need to
wake up and understand that what they are
about to let happen will cost the Army and
our country far more than money can ever
buy.

Mr. Speaker, these are just a few of
the letters that I have received on this
issue, but these letters represent the
feelings and sentiment of thousands
who are sickened by this original deci-
sion and by the bogus resolution that
the Rangers were forced to agree to. I
am still greatly perplexed and ex-
tremely disappointed that this decision
and the series of bad decisions that fol-
lowed were allowed to stand. I hope
that it is not too late for this Congress
to intervene on behalf of the Rangers,
small business owners and U.S. manu-
facturing companies before it is too
late.

I along with many of my colleagues
will not let this matter simply drop.
We will continue to encourage the
committees of jurisdiction to hold
hearings so the American people can
know the truth once and for all.

Mr. Speaker, I close by saying, God
bless our men and women in uniform,
and God bless America.

———

REGARDING THE BUDGET FOR
DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is
quite familiar to me to stand here and
address the subject of military budgets.
For many years, under administrations
of both parties, I have pointed out
where we believe the House as a body
and America as a Nation were failing
to set appropriate priorities in the de-
fense budget. Often, indeed far too
often, I and other Members noted that
we were trying to do too much with too
little. In fact, last year I asked the
Budget Committee to add $12 billion
for the Department of Defense.
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That is why I was glad to see both
candidates for President advocate in-
creases in the defense budget. It was
good news. That is the right step, re-
gardless of one’s party. If we can keep
our promises to the troops and main-
tain an effective defense, I do not care
if the money comes from Democrats,
Republicans or Martians.

That is why I have to say I am dis-
appointed with the result. President
Bush’s defense budget for 2002 provides
about $325 billion for national security
activities, nearly $311 billion of that
for the Department of Defense. That is
a whole lot of money, to be sure. But
then you have to take out the retiree
health care provisions that the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR),
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE) and I initiated and which
were passed into law last year; and
then you have to adjust for inflation.
When you do that, guess what? The ac-
tual increase in the defense budget is
$100 million from what President Clin-
ton proposed. $100 million.

If any of us won that much in a lot-
tery, we would be rich. But in the De-
partment of Defense, what does $100
million do? $100 million is a pay in-
crease for every soldier of $1.85 per pay
period. Or it is one-forty-fifth of an air-
craft carrier. Or it fixes the gym-
nasium at West Point. Or it runs the
ballistic missile defense program for 6
days. Or it is 1% F-15 fighters. You
pick whichever you like, because for
that money you get only one. A $100
million increase in the defense budget
is not really too much to write home
about. When the President during his
campaign said that help is on the way,
he must have meant spiritual help, be-
cause $1.85 does not help anybody very
much.

But let us be fair. President Bush
wants to increase pay by more than
$1.85. On February 12, he told soldiers
at Fort Stewart that he would increase
pay by $400 million and add in other
benefits for a total of $5.7 billion. And
there is $100 million to pay for that.
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Well, let us not forget the budget in-
cluded a $2.6 billion increase in re-
search and development. Not a bad
idea, as such. But add that to the pay
increase of $5.7 billion, and that is $8.3
billion; and you have to get that out of
a $100 million stone.

I am just a country lawyer, but it
seems to me if you increase spending
by $8.3 billion, but have only $100 mil-
lion more to do it, you have to cut
something else to make the numbers
work out. We do not know what is
going to get cut yet. The department
has not finished the first of a series of
defense reviews. But what do the
choices look like?

You could cut procurement, if you
can find a way to keep planes designed
in the 1960s and built in the 1970s in the
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air safely; and if you are willing to let
the Navy slide below 300 ships; and if
you are ready to stop the Army’s ac-
quisition of armored vehicles for its
current dismounted infantry. I am not
willing to do any of these things, and I
hope the Pentagon is not either.

How about operations and mainte-
nance costs? Well, if you are willing to
train even less, and let your ammuni-
tion shortages grow, and cut flying
hours more, and stop repairing the USS
Cole, and live with the health care
shortfalls, then you could cut oper-
ations and maintenance. I do not want
to be the one to tell the troops that
they are not going to get help to get
them off food stamps, and I hope none
of my colleagues would either.

Then you could cut military con-
struction. You could, if you were ready
to give up on repairing dilapidated
military housing, and stop adding pro-
tection against terrorist strikes. You
get the idea. There just are not any
easy choices when you have only $100
million to pay a $8.3 billion bill.

That is before our tax cut. That is be-
fore increasing the budget for missile
defense.

It seems to me that part of the solu-
tion would be to enact a supplemental
spending bill that recognizes just how
hard our troops have been working. It
would at least help close the gap. But
that, too, has been ruled off the table
for now.

Mr. Speaker, I will admit, I was one
of those who believed that whoever
won the Presidency, the military would
begin to get the relief it needs; and I
know some of my Republican friends
believed the same. I am sorry to say
that it looks as if we were given false
hope.

———

JUMP-STARTING VALUE-ADDED
INITTATIVES FOR AGRICULTURE
PRODUCERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FERGUSON). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. REHBERG) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, this
week, March 18 through March 24, is
National Agriculture Week. Agri-
culture is the number one industry in
my State and last week I introduced,
along with the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) and the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON),
two pieces of legislation that I believe
will be very important in ag country.

The past few years have brought
widespread disasters and record low
prices to the agriculture economy.
These harsh conditions have prompted
some farmers to call for a debate on
current farm policy and others to de-
mand a better safety net for producers.
While a safety net is important to pro-
ducers, especially in lean years, Amer-
ica’s farmers and ranchers do not want
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to be dependent on the Federal Govern-
ment for their livelihood. Con-
sequently, the Federal Government
must develop a long-term, market-ori-
ented approach to Federal farm policy
that will provide producers with the
tools to help themselves, while at the
same time bringing much-needed eco-
nomic development to rural commu-
nities.

Stakeholders in American agri-
culture recognize that while short-
term financial assistance is helpful,
long-term planning and creative and
innovative opportunities are necessary
in order to stem the loss of small, fam-
ily-owned farms and preserve small-
town economies.

Encouraging agricultural producers
to launch value-added enterprises will
do just that by enabling farmers and
ranchers to reach up the marketing
chain and capture profits generated
from processing their raw commod-
ities.

While producers have great interest
in pooling together to add value to
their raw products, two primary bar-
riers stand in their way: first, pro-
ducers often do not have the technical
expertise to launch extremely complex
business ventures, like value-added en-
terprises. Producers are experts, but
they are experts in their own fields.
Farmers are often outside their arena
when it comes to putting together
complex processing plants.

Second, producers are currently cash
strapped. Even if enough capital could
be accumulated to initiate develop-
ment of producer-owned, value-added
processing, many of the consolidated
players in the market could squeeze
producer-owned entities out before
they become profitable. Therefore,
something needs to be done to level the
playing field for these producers.

That is why, together with the gen-
tleman from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE) and the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Mrs. EMERSON), I have intro-
duced two bills to help jump-start
value-added initiatives for those pro-
ducers who need more help to overcome
the barriers they face.

The Value-Added Agriculture Devel-
opment Act would grant $50 million to
create agricultural innovation centers
for 3 years on a demonstration basis.
The ag innovation centers would pro-
vide desperately needed technical ex-
pertise, engineering, business, research
and legal services to assist producers in
forming producer-owned value-added
endeavors.

The companion bill, the Value-Added
Agriculture Investment Tax Credit
Act, would create a tax credit program
for farmers who invest in producer-
owned value-added endeavors. This pro-
gram would provide an incentive to in-
vest in value-added production by as-
sisting cash-strapped producers.

Specifically, the bill would make
available a 50 percent tax credit for
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farmers who invest in a producer-
owned value-added enterprise. Pro-
ducers can apply the tax credit over 20
subsequent years or transfer the tax
credit to allow for the cyclical nature
of farm incomes.

For example, sugar beet growers in
the Yellowstone Valley in Montana
have the potential to purchase the
Great Western sugar refinery. This leg-
islation could provide much-needed tax
relief for the grower, turning a
“maybe’” purchase into a ‘‘possible”
purchase.

With our tax credit bill, each grower
would claim as much as a $30,000 tax
credit for his $60,000 investment to-
wards the purchase of this plant. That
may be enough assistance for the pro-
ducers to remain in a business so im-
portant to Montana’s economy.

I have always said that government
does not create jobs, people do. Some-
thing government can do, however, is
create an environment that gives in-
centives to entrepreneurs and enables
businesses to flourish. That is what
this package of legislation does: it pro-
vides American family farmers with
the tools and incentives they des-
perately need to transform themselves
from price-takers to price-makers. Be-
cause of this, the legislation has been
endorsed by the Montana Farmers
Union, Montana Wool Growers, Mon-
tana Farm Bureau, Safflower Growers
Associations, R-CALF, Montana Stock
Growers, Mountain States Beet Grow-
ers Association of Montana, and Mon-
tana Grain Growers.

Agriculture is Montana’s number one
industry, and what is good for agri-
culture is good for Montana. By devel-
oping value-added industries, we can
bring some economic development to
Montana and other rural States. That
is good for our pocketbooks, our com-
munities, and our way of life.

———

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT 107TH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, enclosed, please
find a copy of the Rules of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct of the U.S.
House of Representatives for the 107th Con-
gress. The Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct adopted these rules pursuant to
House Rule Xl, clause 2(a)(1) on March 14,
2001. We are submitting these rules to the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for publication in
compliance with House Rule XI, clause
2(a)(2).

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT
Adopted March 14, 2001
FOREWORD

The Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct is unique in the House of Represent-
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atives. Consistent with the duty to carry out
its advisory and enforcement responsibilities
in an impartial manner, the Committee is
the only standing committee of the House of
Representatives the membership of which is
divided evenly by party. These rules are in-
tended to provide a fair procedural frame-
work for the conduct of the Committee’s ac-
tivities and to help insure that the Com-
mittee serves well the people of the United
States, the House of Representatives, and
the Members, officers, and employees of the
House of Representatives.

PART I—GENERAL COMMITTEE RULES
Rule 1. General Provisions

(a) So far as applicable, these rules and the
Rules of the House of Representatives shall
be the rules of the Committee and any sub-
committee. The Committee adopts these
rules under the authority of clause 2(a)(1) of
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, 107th Congress.

(b) The rules of the Committee may be
modified, amended, or repealed by a vote of
a majority of the Committee.

(c) When the interests of justice so require,
the Committee, by a majority vote of its
members, may adopt any special procedures,
not inconsistent with these rules, deemed
necessary to resolve a particular matter be-
fore it. Copies of such special procedures
shall be furnished to all parties in the mat-
ter.

Rule 2. Definitions

(a) ‘‘Committee’” means the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

(b) “Complaint” means a written allega-
tion of improper conduct against a Member,
officer, or employee of the House of Rep-
resentatives filed with the Committee with
the intent to initiate an inquiry.

(c) “Inquiry’’ means an investigation by an
investigative subcommittee into allegations
against a Member, officer, or employee of
the House of Representatives.

(d) “Investigative Subcommittee’ means a
subcommittee designated pursuant to Rule 8
to conduct an inquiry to determine if a
Statement of Alleged Violation should be
issued.

(e) ‘“‘Statement of Alleged Violation”
means a formal charging document filed by
an investigative subcommittee with the
Committee containing specific allegations
against a Member, officer, or employee of
the House of Representatives of a violation
of the Code of Official Conduct, or of a law,
rule, regulation, or other standard of con-
duct applicable to the performance of official
duties or the discharge of official respon-
sibilities.

(f) ““Adjudicatory Subcommittee’” means a
subcommittee of the Committee comprised
of those Committee members not on the in-
vestigative subcommittee, that holds an ad-
judicatory hearing and determines whether
the counts in a Statement of Alleged Viola-
tion are proved by clear and convincing evi-
dence.

(g) ‘“‘Sanction Hearing” means a Com-
mittee hearing to determine what sanction,
if any, to adopt or to recommend to the
House of Representatives.

(h) “Respondent’ means a Member, officer,
or employee of the House of Representatives
who is the subject of a complaint filed with
the Committee or who is the subject of an in-
quiry or a Statement of Alleged Violation.

(i) ‘““Office of Advice and Education’ refers
to the Office established by section 803(i) of
the Ethics Reform Act of 1989. The Office
handles inquiries; prepares written opinions
in response to specific requests; develops
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general guidance; and organizes seminars,
workshops, and briefings for the benefit of
the House of Representatives.

Rule 3. Advisory Opinions and Waivers

(a) The Office of Advice and Education
shall handle inquiries; prepare written opin-
ions providing specific advice; develop gen-
eral guidance; and organize seminars, work-
shops, and briefings for the benefit of the
House of Representatives.

(b) Any Member, officer, or employee of
the House of Representatives, may request a
written opinion with respect to the propriety
of any current or proposed conduct of such
Member, officer, or employee.

(c) The Office of Advice and Education may
provide information and guidance regarding
laws, rules, regulations, and other standards
of conduct applicable to Members, officers,
and employees in the performance of their
duties or the discharge of their responsibil-
ities.

(d) In general, the Committee shall provide
a written opinion to an individual only in re-
sponse to a written request, and the written
opinion shall address the conduct only of the
inquiring individual, or of persons for whom
the inquiring individual is responsible as em-
ploying authority.

(e) A written request for an opinion shall
be addressed to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee and shall include a complete and ac-
curate statement of the relevant facts. A re-
quest shall be signed by the requester or the
requester’s authorized representative or em-
ploying authority. A representative shall
disclose to the Committee the identity of the
principal on whose behalf advice is being
sought.

(f) The Office of Advice and Education
shall prepare for the Committee a response
to each written request for an opinion from
a Member, officer or employee. Each re-
sponse shall discuss all applicable laws,
rules, regulations, or other standards.

(g) Where a request is unclear or incom-
plete, the Office of Advice and Education
may seek additional information from the
requester.

(h) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member are authorized to take action on be-
half of the Committee on any proposed writ-
ten opinion that they determine does not re-
quire consideration by the Committee. If the
Chairman or Ranking Minority Member re-
quests a written opinion, or seeks a waiver,
extension, or approval pursuant to Rules 3(1),
4(c), 4(e), or 4(h), the next ranking member of
the requester’s party is authorized to act in
lieu of the requester.

(i) The Committee shall keep confidential
any request for advice from a Member, offi-
cer, or employee, as well as any response
thereto.

(j) The Committee may take no adverse ac-
tion in regard to any conduct that has been
undertaken in reliance on a written opinion
if the conduct conforms to the specific facts
addressed in the opinion.

(k) Information provided to the Committee
by a Member, officer, or employee seeking
advice regarding prospective conduct may
not be used as the basis for initiating an in-
vestigation under clause 3(a)(2) of Rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives, if
such Member, officer, or employee acts in
good faith in accordance with the written ad-
vice of the Committee.

(1) A written request for a waiver of clause
5 of House Rule XXV (the House gift rule), or
for any other waiver or approval, shall be
treated in all respects like any other request
for a written opinion.

(m) A written request for a waiver of
clause 5 of House Rule XXV (the House gift
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rule) shall specify the nature of the waiver
being sought and the specific circumstances
justifying the waiver.

(n) An employee seeking a waiver of time
limits applicable to travel paid for by a pri-
vate source shall include with the request
evidence that the employing authority is
aware of the request. In any other instance
where proposed employee conduct may re-
flect on the performance of official duties,
the Committee may require that the re-
quester submit evidence that the employing
authority knows of the conduct.

Rule 4. Financial Disclosure

(a) In matters relating to Title I of the
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, the Com-
mittee shall coordinate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, Legislative Re-
source Center, to assure that appropriate in-
dividuals are notified of their obligation to
file Financial Disclosure Statements and
that such individuals are provided in a time-
ly fashion with filing instructions and forms
developed by the Committee.

(b) The Committee shall coordinate with
the Legislative Resource Center to assure
that information that the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act requires to be placed on the public
record is made public.

(c) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member are authorized to grant on behalf of
the Committee requests for reasonable ex-
tensions of time for the filing of Financial
Disclosure Statements. Any such request
must be received by the Committee no later
than the date on which the statement in
question is due. A request received after such
date may be granted by the Committee only
in extraordinary circumstances. Such exten-
sions for one individual in a calendar year
shall not exceed a total of 90 days. No exten-
sion shall be granted authorizing a non-
incumbent candidate to file a statement
later than 30 days prior to a primary or gen-
eral election in which the candidate is par-
ticipating.

(d) An individual who takes legally suffi-
cient action to withdraw as a candidate be-
fore the date on which that individual’s Fi-
nancial Disclosure Statement is due under
the Ethics in Government Act shall not be
required to file a Statement. An individual
shall not be excused from filing a Financial
Disclosure Statement when withdrawal as a
candidate occurs after the date on which
such Statement was due.

(e) Any individual who files a report re-
quired to be filed under title I of the Ethics
in Government Act more than 30 days after
the later of—

(1) the date such report is required to be
filed, or

(2) if a filing extension is granted to such
individual, the last day of the filing exten-
sion period, is required by such Act to pay a
late filing fee of $200. The Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member are authorized to
approve requests that the fee be waived
based on extraordinary circumstances.

(f) Any late report that is submitted with-
out a required filing fee shall be deemed pro-
cedurally deficient and not properly filed.

(g) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member are authorized to approve requests
for waivers of the aggregation and reporting
of gifts as provided by section 102(a)(2)(C) of
the Ethics in Government Act. If such a re-
quest is approved, both the incoming request
and the Committee response shall be for-
warded to the Legislative Resource Center
for placement on the public record.

(h) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member are authorized to approve blind
trusts as qualifying under section 102(f)(3) of
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the Ethics in Government Act. The cor-
respondence relating to formal approval of a
blind trust, the trust document, the list of
assets transferred to the trust, and any other
documents required by law to be made pub-
lic, shall be forwarded to the Legislative Re-
source Center for such purpose.

(i) The Committee shall designate staff
counsel who shall review Financial Disclo-
sure Statements and, based upon informa-
tion contained therein, indicate in a form
and manner prescribed by the Committee
whether the Statement appears substan-
tially accurate and complete and the filer
appears to be in compliance with applicable
laws and rules.

(j) Each Financial Disclosure Statement
shall be reviewed within 60 days after the
date of filing.

(k) If the reviewing counsel believes that
additional information is required because
(1) the Statement appears not substantially
accurate or complete, or (2) the filer may not
be in compliance with applicable laws or
rules, then the reporting individual shall be
notified in writing of the additional informa-
tion believed to be required, or of the law or
rule with which the reporting individual does
not appear to be in compliance. Such notice
shall also state the time within which a re-
sponse is to be submitted. Any such notice
shall remain confidential.

(1) Within the time specified, including any
extension granted in accordance with clause
(c), a reporting individual who concurs with
the Committee’s notification that the State-
ment is not complete, or that other action is
required, shall submit the necessary infor-
mation or take appropriate action. Any
amendment may be in the form of a revised
Financial Disclosure Statement or an ex-
planatory letter addressed to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives.

(m) Any amendment shall be placed on the
public record in the same manner as other
Statements. The individual designated by
the Committee to review the original State-
ment shall review any amendment thereto.

(n) Within the time specified, including
any extension granted in accordance with
clause (c¢), a reporting individual who does
not agree with the Committee that the
Statement is deficient or that other action is
required, shall be provided an opportunity to
respond orally or in writing. If the expla-
nation is accepted, a copy of the response, if
written, or a note summarizing an oral re-
sponse, shall be retained in Committee files
with the original report.

(0) The Committee shall be the final arbi-
ter of whether any Statement requires clari-
fication or amendment.

(p) If the Committee determines, by vote of
a majority of its members, that there is rea-
son to believe that an individual has will-
fully failed to file a Statement or has will-
fully falsified or willfully failed to file infor-
mation required to be reported, then the
Committee shall refer the name of the indi-
vidual, together with the evidence sup-
porting its finding, to the Attorney General
pursuant to section 104(b) of the Ethics in
Government Act. Such referral shall not pre-
clude the Committee from initiating such
other action as may be authorized by other
provisions of law or the Rules of the House of
Representatives.

Rule 5. Meetings

(a) The regular meeting day of the Com-
mittee shall be the second Wednesday of
each month, except when the House of Rep-
resentatives is not meeting on that day.
When the Committee Chairman determines
that there is sufficient reason, a meeting
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may be called on additional days. A regu-
larly scheduled meeting need not be held
when the Chairman determines there is no
business to be considered.

(b) The Chairman shall establish the agen-
da for meetings of the Committee and the
Ranking Minority Member may place addi-
tional items on the agenda.

(c) All meetings of the Committee or any
subcommittee shall occur in executive ses-
sion unless the Committee or subcommittee,
by an affirmative vote of a majority of its
members, opens the meeting or hearing to
the public.

(d) Any hearing held by an adjudicatory
subcommittee or any sanction hearing held
by the Committee shall be open to the public
unless the Committee or subcommittee, by
an affirmative vote of a majority of its mem-
bers, closes the hearing to the public.

(e) A subcommittee shall meet at the dis-
cretion of its Chairman.

(f) Insofar as practicable, notice for any
Committee or subcommittee meeting shall
be provided at least seven days in advance of
the meeting. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee may waive such
time period for good cause.

Rule 6. Committee Staff

(a) The staff is to be assembled and re-
tained as a professional, nonpartisan staff.

(b) BEach member of the staff shall be pro-
fessional and demonstrably qualified for the
position for which he is hired.

(c) The staff as a whole and each individual
member of the staff shall perform all official
duties in a nonpartisan manner.

(d) No member of the staff shall engage in
any partisan political activity directly af-
fecting any congressional or presidential
election.

(e) No member of the staff or outside coun-
sel may accept public speaking engagements
or write for publication on any subject that
is in any way related to his or her employ-
ment or duties with the Committee without
specific prior approval from the Chairman
and Ranking Minority Member.

(f) No member of the staff or outside coun-
sel may make public, unless approved by an
affirmative vote of a majority of the mem-
bers of the Committee, any information, doc-
ument, or other material that is confiden-
tial, derived from executive session, or clas-
sified and that is obtained during the course
of employment with the Committee.

(g) All staff members shall be appointed by
an affirmative vote of a majority of the
members of the Committee. Such vote shall
occur at the first meeting of the membership
of the Committee during each Congress and
as necessary during the Congress.

(h) Subject to the approval of the Com-
mittee on House Administration, the Com-
mittee may retain counsel not employed by
the House of Representatives whenever the
Committee determines, by an affirmative
vote of a majority of the members of the
Committee, that the retention of outside
counsel is necessary and appropriate.

(i) If the Committee determines that it is
necessary to retain staff members for the
purpose of a particular investigation or
other proceeding, then such staff shall be re-
tained only for the duration of that par-
ticular investigation or proceeding.

(j) Outside counsel may be dismissed prior
to the end of a contract between the Com-
mittee and such counsel only by a majority
vote of the members of the Committee.

(k) In addition to any other staff provided
for by law, rule, or other authority, with re-
spect to the Committee, the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member each may appoint
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one individual as a shared staff member from
his or her personal staff to perform service
for the Committee. Such shared staff may
assist the Chairman or Ranking Minority
Member on any subcommittee on which he
serves. Only paragraphs (c), (e), and (f) shall
apply to shared staff.

Rule 7. Confidentiality Oaths

Before any Member or employee of the
Committee may have access to information
that is confidential under the rules of the
Committee, the following oath (or affirma-
tion) shall be executed in writing:

“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will
not disclose, to any person or entity outside
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, any information received in the course
of my service with the Committee, except as
authorized by the Committee or in accord-
ance with its rules.”

Copies of the executed oath shall be pro-
vided to the Clerk of the House as part of the
records of the House. Breaches of confiden-
tiality shall be investigated by the Com-
mittee and appropriate action shall be
taken.

Rule 8. Subcommittees—General
Structure

(a) Upon an affirmative vote of a majority
of its members to initiate an inquiry, the
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of
the Committee shall designate four members
(with equal representation from the majority
and minority parties) to serve as an inves-
tigative subcommittee to undertake an in-
quiry. At the time of appointment, the
Chairman shall designate one member of the
subcommittee to serve as the chairman and
the Ranking Minority Member shall des-
ignate one member of the subcommittee to
serve as the ranking minority member of the
investigative subcommittee or adjudicatory
subcommittee. The Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Committee may
serve as members of an investigative sub-
committee, but may not serve as non-voting,
ex-officio members.

(b) If an investigative subcommittee, by a
majority vote of its members, adopts a
Statement of Alleged Violation, members
who did not serve on the investigative sub-
committee are eligible for appointment to
the adjudicatory subcommittee to hold an
Adjudicatory Hearing under Committee Rule
24 on the violations alleged in the State-
ment.

(c) Notwithstanding any provision of para-
graphs (a) or (b) of this Rule, or any other
provision of these Rules, the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
may consult with an investigative sub-
committee either on their own initiative or
on the initiative of the subcommittee, shall
have access to information before a sub-
committee with whom they so consult, and
shall not thereby be precluded from serving
as full, voting members of any adjudicatory
subcommittee.

(d) The Committee may establish other
noninvestigative and nonadjudicatory sub-
committees and may assign to them such
functions as it may deem appropriate. The
membership of each subcommittee shall pro-
vide equal representation for the majority
and minority parties.

(e) The Chairman may refer any bill, reso-
lution, or other matter before the Com-
mittee to an appropriate subcommittee for
consideration. Any such bill, resolution, or
other matter may be discharged from the
subcommittee to which it was referred by a
majority vote of the Committee.

(f) Any member of the Committee may sit
with any noninvestigative or nonadjudica-
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tory subcommittee, but only regular mem-
bers of such subcommittee may vote on any
matter before that subcommittee.

Rule 9. Quorums and Member Disqualification

(a) The quorum for an investigative sub-
committee to take testimony and to receive
evidence shall be two members, unless other-
wise authorized by the House of Representa-
tives.

(b) The quorum for an adjudicatory sub-
committee to take testimony, receive evi-
dence, or conduct business shall consist of a
majority plus one of the members of the ad-
judicatory subcommittee.

(c) Except as stated in clauses (a) and (b) of
this rule, a quorum for the purpose of con-
ducting business consists of a majority of
the members of the Committee or sub-
committee.

(d) A member of the Committee shall be in-
eligible to participate in any Committee or
subcommittee proceeding in which he is the
respondent.

(e) A member of the Committee may dis-
qualify himself from participating in any in-
vestigation of the conduct of a Member, offi-
cer, or employee of the House of Representa-
tives upon the submission in writing and
under oath of an affidavit of disqualification
stating that the member cannot render an
impartial and unbiased decision. If the Com-
mittee approves and accepts such affidavit of
disqualification, or if a member is disquali-
fied pursuant to Rule 18(g) or Rule 24(a), the
Chairman shall so notify the Speaker and
ask the Speaker to designate a Member of
the House of Representatives from the same
political party as the disqualified member of
the Committee to act as a member of the
Committee in any Committee proceeding re-
lating to such investigation.

Rule 10. Vote Requirements

(a) The following actions shall be taken
only upon an affirmative vote of a majority
of the members of the Committee or sub-
committee, as appropriate:

(1) Issuing a subpoena.

(2) Adopting a full Committee motion to
create an investigative subcommittee.

(3) Adoption of a Statement of Alleged Vio-
lation.

(4) Finding that a count in a Statement of
Alleged Violation has been proved by clear
and convincing evidence.

(5) Sending a letter of reproval.

(6) Adoption of a recommendation to the
House of Representatives that a sanction be
imposed.

(7) Adoption of a report relating to the
conduct of a Member, officer, or employee.

(8) Issuance of an advisory opinion of gen-
eral applicability establishing new policy.

(b) Except as stated in clause (a), action
may be taken by the Committee or any sub-
committee thereof by a simple majority, a
quorum being present.

(c) No motion made to take any of the ac-
tions enumerated in clause (a) of this Rule
may be entertained by the Chair unless a
quorum of the Committee is present when
such motion is made.

Rule 11. Communications by Committee Members
and Staff

Committee members and staff shall not
disclose any evidence relating to an inves-
tigation to any person or organization out-
side the Committee unless authorized by the
Committee. The Chairman and Ranking Mi-
nority Member shall have access to such in-
formation that they request as necessary to
conduct Committee business. Evidence in
the possession of an investigative sub-
committee shall not be disclosed to other
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Committee members except by a vote of the
subcommittee.

Rule 12. Committee Records

(a) The Committee may establish proce-
dures necessary to prevent the unauthorized
disclosure of any testimony or other infor-
mation received by the Committee or its
staff.

(b) Members and staff of the Committee
shall not disclose to any person or organiza-
tion outside the Committee, unless author-
ized by the Committee, any information re-
garding the Committee’s or a subcommit-
tee’s investigative, adjudicatory or other
proceedings, including, but not limited to: (i)
the fact of or nature of any complaints; (ii)
executive session proceedings; (iii) informa-
tion pertaining to or copies of any Com-
mittee or subcommittee report, study, or
other document which purports to express
the views, findings, conclusions, or rec-
ommendations of the Committee or sub-
committee in connection with any of its ac-
tivities or proceedings; or (iv) any other in-
formation or allegation respecting the con-
duct of a Member, officer, or employee.

(c) The Committee shall not disclose to
any person or organization outside the Com-
mittee any information concerning the con-
duct of a respondent until it has transmitted
a Statement of Alleged Violation to such re-
spondent and the respondent has been given
full opportunity to respond pursuant to Rule
23. The Statement of Alleged Violation and
any written response thereto shall be made
public at the first meeting or hearing on the
matter that is open to the public after such
opportunity has been provided. Any other
materials in the possession of the Committee
regarding such statement may be made pub-
lic as authorized by the Committee to the
extent consistent with the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(d) If no public hearing or meeting is held
on the matter, the Statement of Alleged Vio-
lation and any written response thereto shall
be included in the Committee’s final report
on the matter to the House of Representa-
tives.

(e) All communications and all pleadings
pursuant to these rules shall be filed with
the Committee at the Committee’s office or
such other place as designated by the Com-
mittee.

(f) All records of the Committee which
have been delivered to the Archivist of the
United States shall be made available to the
public in accordance with Rule VII of the
Rules of the House of Representatives.

Rule 13. Broadcasts of Committee and Sub-
committee Proceedings

(a) Television or radio coverage of a Com-
mittee or subcommittee hearing or meeting
shall be without commercial sponsorship.

(b) No witness shall be required against his
or her will to be photographed or otherwise
to have a graphic reproduction of his or her
image made at any hearing or to give evi-
dence or testimony while the broadcasting of
that hearing, by radio or television, is being
conducted. At the request of any witness, all
media microphones shall be turned off, all
television and camera lenses shall be cov-
ered, and the making of a graphic reproduc-
tion at the hearing shall not be permitted.
This paragraph supplements clause 2(k)(5) of
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives relating to the protection of the
rights of witnesses.

(c) Not more than four television cameras,
operating from fixed positions, shall be per-
mitted in a hearing or meeting room. The
Committee may allocate the positions of
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permitted television cameras among the tel-
evision media in consultation with the Exec-
utive Committee of the Radio and Television
Correspondents’ Galleries.

(d) Television cameras shall be placed so as
not to obstruct in any way the space between
any witness giving evidence or testimony
and any member of the Committee, or the
visibility of that witness and that member to
each other.

(e) Television cameras shall not be placed
in positions that unnecessarily obstruct the
coverage of the hearing or meeting by the
other media.

PART II—INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY
Rule 14. House Resolution

Whenever the House of Representatives, by
resolution, authorizes or directs the Com-
mittee to undertake an inquiry or investiga-
tion, the provisions of the resolution, in con-
junction with these Rules, shall govern. To
the extent the provisions of the resolution
differ from these Rules, the resolution shall
control.

Rule 15. Committee Authority to Investigate—
General Policy

(a) Pursuant to clause 3(b)(2) of Rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee may exercise its investiga-
tive authority when—

(1) information offered as a complaint by a
Member of the House of Representatives is
transmitted directly to the Committee;

(2) information offered as a complaint by
an individual not a Member of the House is
transmitted to the Committee, provided that
a Member of the House certifies in writing
that he or she believes the information is
submitted in good faith and warrants the re-
view and consideration of the Committee;

(3) the Committee, on its own initiative,
establishes an investigative subcommittee;

(4) a Member, officer, or employee is con-
victed in a Federal, State, or local court of
a felony; or

(5) the House of Representatives, by resolu-
tion, authorizes or directs the Committee to
undertake an inquiry or investigation.

(b) The Committee also has investigatory
authority over certain unauthorized disclo-
sures of intelligence-related information,
pursuant to House Rule X, clauses 11(g)(4)
and (g)(9).

Rule 16. Complaints

(a) A complaint submitted to the Com-
mittee shall be in writing, dated, and prop-
erly verified (a document will be considered
properly verified where a notary executes it
with the language, ‘‘Signed and sworn to (or
affirmed) before me on (date) by (the name of
the person)’” setting forth in simple, concise,
and direct statements—

(1) the name and legal address of the party
filing the complaint (hereinafter referred to
as the ‘““complainant’’);

(2) the name and position or title of the re-
spondent;

(3) the nature of the alleged violation of
the Code of Official Conduct or of other law,
rule, regulation, or other standard of con-
duct applicable to the performance of duties
or discharge of responsibilities; and

(4) the facts alleged to give rise to the vio-
lation. The complaint shall not contain in-
nuendo, speculative assertions, or conclusory
statements.

(b) Any documents in the possession of the
complainant that relate to the allegations
may be submitted with the complaint.

(c) Information offered as a complaint by a
Member of the House of Representatives may
be transmitted directly to the Committee.

(d) Information offered as a complaint by
an individual not a Member of the House
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may be transmitted to the Committee, pro-
vided that a Member of the House certifies in
writing that he or she believes the informa-
tion is submitted in good faith and warrants
the review and consideration of the Com-
mittee.

(e) A complaint must be accompanied by a
certification, which may be unsworn, that
the complainant has provided an exact copy
of the filed complaint and all attachments to
the respondent.

(f) The Committee may defer action on a
complaint against a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of the House of Representatives when
the complaint alleges conduct that the Com-
mittee has reason to believe is being re-
viewed by appropriate law enforcement or
regulatory authorities, or when the Com-
mittee determines that it is appropriate for
the conduct alleged in the complaint to be
reviewed initially by law enforcement or reg-
ulatory authorities.

(g) A complaint may not be amended with-
out leave of the Committee. Otherwise, any
new allegations of improper conduct must be
submitted in a new complaint that independ-
ently meets the procedural requirements of
the Rules of the House of Representatives
and the Committee’s Rules.

(h) The Committee shall not accept, and
shall return to the complainant, any com-
plaint submitted within the 60 days prior to
an election in which the subject of the com-
plaint is a candidate.

(i) The Committee shall not consider a
complaint, nor shall any investigation be un-
dertaken by the Committee, of any alleged
violation which occurred before the third
previous Congress unless the Committee de-
termines that the alleged violation is di-
rectly related to an alleged violation which
occurred in a more recent Congress.

Rule 17. Duties of Committee Chairman and
Ranking Minority Membeyr

(a) Unless otherwise determined by a vote
of the Committee, only the Chairman or
Ranking Minority Member, after consulta-
tion with each other, may make public state-
ments regarding matters before the Com-
mittee or any subcommittee.

(b) Whenever information offered as a com-
plaint is submitted to the Committee, the
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
shall have 14 calendar days or 5 legislative
days, whichever occurs first, to determine
whether the information meets the require-
ments of the Committee’s rules for what con-
stitutes a complaint.

(c) Whenever the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member jointly determine that in-
formation submitted to the Committee
meets the requirements of the Committee’s
rules for what constitutes a complaint, they
shall have 45 calendar days or 5 legislative
days, whichever is later, after the date that
the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
determine that information filed meets the
requirements of the Committee’s rules for
what constitutes a complaint, unless the
Committee by an affirmative vote of a ma-
jority of its members votes otherwise, to—

(1) recommend to the Committee that it
dispose of the complaint, or any portion
thereof, in any manner that does not require
action by the House, which may include dis-
missal of the complaint or resolution of the
complaint by a letter to the Member, officer,
or employee of the House against whom the
complaint is made;

(2) establish
committee; or

(3) request that the Committee extend the
applicable 45-calendar day period when they
determine more time is necessary in order to

an investigative sub-
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make a recommendation under paragraph
@D.

(d) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member may jointly gather additional infor-
mation concerning alleged conduct which is
the basis of a complaint or of information of-
fered as a complaint until they have estab-
lished an investigative subcommittee or the
Chairman or Ranking Minority Member has
placed on the agenda the issue of whether to
establish an investigative subcommittee.

(e) If the Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member jointly determine that information
submitted to the Committee meets the re-
quirements of the Committee rules for what
constitutes a complaint, and the complaint
is not disposed of within 45 calendar days or
b legislative days, whichever is later, and no
additional 45-day extension is made, then
they shall establish an investigative sub-
committee and forward the complaint, or
any portion thereof, to that subcommittee
for its consideration. If at any time during
the time period either the Chairman or
Ranking Minority Member places on the
agenda the issue of whether to establish an
investigative subcommittee, then an inves-
tigative subcommittee may be established
only by an affirmative vote of a majority of
the members of the Committee.

(f) Whenever the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member jointly determine that in-
formation submitted to the Committee does
not meet the requirements for what con-
stitutes a complaint set forth in the Com-
mittee rules, they may (1) return the infor-
mation to the complainant with a statement
that it fails to meet the requirements for
what constitutes a complaint set forth in the
Committee’s rules; or (2) recommend to the
Committee that it authorize the establish-
ment of an investigative subcommittee.

Rule 18. Processing of Complaints

(a) If a complaint is in compliance with
House and Committee Rules, a copy of the
complaint and the Committee Rules shall be
forwarded to the respondent within five days
with notice that the complaint conforms to
the applicable rules and will be placed on the
Committee’s agenda.

(b) The respondent may, within 30 days of
the Committee’s notification, provide to the
Committee any information relevant to a
complaint filed with the Committee. The re-
spondent may submit a written statement in
response to the complaint. Such a statement
shall be signed by the respondent. If the
statement is prepared by counsel for the re-
spondent, the respondent shall sign a rep-
resentation that he/she has reviewed the re-
sponse and agrees with the factual assertions
contained therein.

(c) The Committee staff may request infor-
mation from the respondent or obtain addi-
tional information pertinent to the case
from other sources prior to the establish-
ment of an investigative subcommittee only
when so directed by the Chairman and Rank-
ing Minority Member.

(d) At the first meeting of the Committee
following the procedures or actions specified
in clauses (a) and (b), the Committee shall
consider the complaint.

(e) The Committee, by a majority vote of
its members, may create an investigative
subcommittee. If an investigative sub-
committee is established, the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member shall designate
four members to serve as an investigative
subcommittee in accordance with Rule 20.

(f) The respondent shall be notified in writ-
ing regarding the Committee’s decision ei-
ther to dismiss the complaint or to create an
investigative subcommittee.
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(g) The respondent shall be notified of the
membership of the investigative sub-
committee and shall have ten days after
such notice is transmitted to object to the
participation of any subcommittee member.
Such objection shall be in writing and shall
be on the grounds that the subcommittee
member cannot render an impartial and un-
biased decision. The subcommittee member
against whom the objection is made shall be
the sole judge of his or her disqualification.
Rule 19. Committee-Initiated Inquiry

(a) Notwithstanding the absence of a filed
complaint, the Committee may consider any
information in its possession indicating that
a Member, officer, or employee may have
committed a violation of the Code of Official
Conduct or any law, rule, regulation, or
other standard of conduct applicable to the
conduct of such Member, officer, or em-
ployee in the performance of his or her du-
ties or the discharge of his or her respon-
sibilities. The Chairman and Ranking Minor-
ity Member may jointly gather additional
information concerning such an alleged vio-
lation by a Member, officer, or employee un-
less and until an investigative subcommittee
has been established.

(b) If the Committee votes to establish an
investigative subcommittee, the Committee
shall proceed in accordance with Rule 20.

(c) Any written request by a Member, offi-
cer, or employee of the House of Representa-
tives that the Committee conduct an inquiry
into such person’s own conduct shall be proc-
essed in accordance with subsection (a) of
this Rule.

(d) An inquiry shall not be undertaken re-
garding any alleged violation that occurred
before the third previous Congress unless a
majority of the Committee determines that
the alleged violation is directly related to an
alleged violation that occurred in a more re-
cent Congress.

(e) An inquiry shall be undertaken by an
investigative subcommittee with regard to
any felony conviction of a Member, officer,
or employee of the House of Representatives
in a Federal, state, or local court. Notwith-
standing this provision, an inquiry may be
initiated at any time prior to sentencing.
Rule 20. Investigative Subcommittee

(a) In an inquiry undertaken by an inves-
tigative subcommittee—

(1) All proceedings, including the taking of
testimony, shall be conducted in executive
session and all testimony taken by deposi-
tion or things produced pursuant to sub-
poena or otherwise shall be deemed to have
been taken or produced in executive session.

(2) The Chairman of the investigative sub-
committee shall ask the respondent and all
witnesses whether they intend to be rep-
resented by counsel. If so, the respondent or
witnesses or their legal representatives shall
provide written designation of counsel. A re-
spondent or witness who is represented by
counsel shall not be questioned in the ab-
sence of counsel unless an explicit waiver is
obtained.

(3) The subcommittee shall provide the re-
spondent an opportunity to present, orally
or in writing, a statement, which must be
under oath or affirmation, regarding the al-
legations and any other relevant questions
arising out of the inquiry.

(4) The staff may interview witnesses, ex-
amine documents and other evidence, and re-
quest that submitted statements be under
oath or affirmation and that documents be
certified as to their authenticity and accu-
racy.

(5) The subcommittee, by a majority vote
of its members, may require, by subpoena or
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otherwise, the attendance and testimony of
witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers,
documents, and other items as it deems nec-
essary to the conduct of the inquiry. Unless
the Committee otherwise provides, the sub-
poena power shall rest in the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee
and a subpoena shall be issued upon the re-
quest of the investigative subcommittee.

(6) The subcommittee shall require that
testimony be given under oath or affirma-
tion. The form of the oath or affirmation
shall be: “Do you solemnly swear (or affirm)
that the testimony you will give before this
subcommittee in the matter now under con-
sideration will be the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth (so help you
God)?”” The oath or affirmation shall be ad-
ministered by the Chairman or sub-
committee member designated by the Chair-
man to administer oaths.

(b) During the inquiry, the procedure re-
specting the admissibility of evidence and
rulings shall be as follows:

(1) Any relevant evidence shall be admis-
sible unless the evidence is privileged under
the precedents of the House of Representa-
tives.

(2) The Chairman of the subcommittee or
other presiding member at any investigative
subcommittee proceeding shall rule upon
any question of admissibility or pertinency
of evidence, motion, procedure or any other
matter, and may direct any witness to an-
swer any question under penalty of con-
tempt. A witness, witness’ counsel, or a
member of the subcommittee may appeal
any evidentiary rulings to the members
present at that proceeding. The majority
vote of the members present at such pro-
ceeding on such appeal shall govern the ques-
tion of admissibility, and no appeal shall lie
to the Committee.

(3) Whenever a person is determined by a
majority vote to be in contempt of the sub-
committee, the matter may be referred to
the Committee to determine whether to refer
the matter to the House of Representatives
for consideration.

(4) Committee counsel may, subject to sub-
committee approval, enter into stipulations
with the respondent and/or the respondent’s
counsel as to facts that are not in dispute.

(c) Upon an affirmative vote of a majority
of the subcommittee members, and an af-
firmative vote of a majority of the full Com-
mittee, an investigative subcommittee may
expand the scope of its investigation.

(d) Upon completion of the investigation,
the staff shall draft for the investigative sub-
committee a report that shall contain a com-
prehensive summary of the information re-
ceived regarding the alleged violations.

(e) Upon completion of the inquiry, an in-
vestigative subcommittee, by a majority
vote of its members, may adopt a Statement
of Alleged Violation if it determines that
there is substantial reason to believe that a
violation of the Code of Official Conduct, or
of a law, rule, regulation, or other standard
of conduct applicable to the performance of
official duties or the discharge of official re-
sponsibilities by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of the House of Representatives has
occurred. If more than one violation is al-
leged, such Statement shall be divided into
separate counts. Each count shall relate to a
separate violation, shall contain a plain and
concise statement of the alleged facts of
such violation, and shall include a reference
to the provision of the Code of Official Con-
duct or law, rule, regulation or other appli-
cable standard of conduct governing the per-
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formance of duties or discharge of respon-
sibilities alleged to have been violated. A
copy of such Statement shall be transmitted
to the respondent and the respondent’s coun-
sel.

(f) If the investigative subcommittee does
not adopt a Statement of Alleged Violation,
it shall transmit to the Committee a report
containing a summary of the information re-
ceived in the inquiry, its conclusions and
reasons therefore, and any appropriate rec-
ommendation.

Rule 21. Amendments of Statements of Alleged
Violation

(a) An investigative subcommittee may,
upon an affirmative vote of a majority of its
members, amend its Statement of Alleged
Violation anytime before the Statement of
Alleged Violation is transmitted to the Com-
mittee; and

(b) If an investigative subcommittee
amends its Statement of Alleged Violation,
the respondent shall be notified in writing
and shall have 30 calendar days from the
date of that notification to file an answer to
the amended Statement of Alleged Viola-
tion.

Rule 22. Committee Reporting Requirements

(a) Whenever an investigative sub-
committee does not adopt a Statement of Al-
leged Violation and transmits a report to
that effect to the Committee, the Committee
may by an affirmative vote of a majority of
its members transmit such report to the
House of Representatives;

(b) Whenever an investigative sub-
committee adopts a Statement of Alleged
Violation but recommends that no further
action be taken, it shall transmit a report to
the Committee regarding the Statement of
Alleged Violation; and

(c) Whenever an investigative sub-
committee adopts a Statement of Alleged
Violation, the respondent admits to the vio-
lations set forth in such Statement, the re-
spondent waives his or her right to an adju-
dicatory hearing, and the respondent’s waiv-
er is approved by the Committee—

(1) the subcommittee shall prepare a report
for transmittal to the Committee, a final
draft of which shall be provided to the re-
spondent not less than 15 calendar days be-
fore the subcommittee votes on whether to
adopt the report;

(2) the respondent may submit views in
writing regarding the final draft to the sub-
committee within 7 calendar days of receipt
of that draft;

(3) the subcommittee shall transmit a re-
port to the Committee regarding the State-
ment of Alleged Violation together with any
views submitted by the respondent pursuant
to subparagraph (2), and the Committee shall
make the report, together with the respond-
ent’s views, available to the public before
the commencement of any sanction hearing;
and

(4) the Committee shall by an affirmative
vote of a majority of its members issue a re-
port and transmit such report to the House
of Representatives, together with the re-
spondent’s views previously submitted pur-
suant to subparagraph (2) and any additional
views respondent may submit for attach-
ment to the final report; and

(d) Members of the Committee shall have
not less than 72 hours to review any report
transmitted to the Committee by an inves-
tigative subcommittee before both the com-
mencement of a sanction hearing and the
Committee vote on whether to adopt the re-
port.
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Rule 23. Respondent’s Answer

(a)(1) Within 30 days from the date of
transmittal of a Statement of Alleged Viola-
tion, the respondent shall file with the inves-
tigative subcommittee an answer, in writing
and under oath, signed by respondent and re-
spondent’s counsel. Failure to file an answer
within the time prescribed shall be consid-
ered by the Committee as a denial of each
count.

(2) The answer shall contain an admission
to or denial of each count set forth in the
Statement of Alleged Violation and may in-
clude negative, affirmative, or alternative
defenses and any supporting evidence or
other relevant information.

(b) The respondent may file a Motion for a
Bill of Particulars within 10 days of the date
of transmittal of the Statement of Alleged
Violation. If a Motion for a Bill of Particu-
lars is filed, the respondent shall not be re-
quired to file an answer until 20 days after
the subcommittee has replied to such mo-
tion.

(c)(1) The respondent may file a Motion to
Dismiss within 10 days of the date of trans-
mittal of the Statement of Alleged Violation
or, if a Motion for a Bill of Particulars has
been filed, within 10 days of the date of the
subcommittee’s reply to the Motion for a
Bill of Particulars. If a Motion to Dismiss is
filed, the respondent shall not be required to
file an answer until 20 days after the sub-
committee has replied to the Motion to Dis-
miss, unless the respondent previously filed
a Motion for a Bill of Particulars, in which
case the respondent shall not be required to
file an answer until 10 days after the sub-
committee has replied to the Motion to Dis-
miss. The investigative subcommittee shall
rule upon any motion to dismiss filed during
the period between the establishment of the
subcommittee and the subcommittee’s trans-
mittal of a report to the Committee pursu-
ant to Rule 20 or Rule 22, and no appeal of
the subcommittee’s ruling shall lie to the
Committee.

(2) A Motion to Dismiss may be made on
the grounds that the Statement of Alleged
Violation fails to state facts that constitute
a violation of the Code of Official Conduct or
other applicable law, rule, regulation, or
standard of conduct, or on the grounds that
the Committee lacks jurisdiction to consider
the allegations contained in the Statement.

(d) Any motion filed with the sub-
committee pursuant to this rule shall be ac-
companied by a Memorandum of Points and
Authorities.

(e)(1) The Chairman of the investigative
subcommittee, for good cause shown, may
permit the respondent to file an answer or
motion after the day prescribed above.

(2) If the ability of the respondent to
present an adequate defense is not adversely
affected and special circumstances so re-
quire, the Chairman of the investigative sub-
committee may direct the respondent to file
an answer or motion prior to the day pre-
scribed above.

(f) If the day on which any answer, motion,
reply, or other pleading must be filed falls on
a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, such filing
shall be made on the first business day there-
after.

(g) As soon as practicable after an answer
has been filed or the time for such filing has
expired, the Statement of Alleged Violation
and any answer, motion, reply, or other
pleading connected therewith shall be trans-
mitted by the Chairman of the investigative
subcommittee to the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Committee.

Rule 24. Adjudicatory Hearings

(a) If a Statement of Alleged Violation is

transmitted to the Chairman and Ranking
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Minority Member pursuant to Rule 23, and
no waiver pursuant to Rule 27(b) has oc-
curred, the Chairman shall designate the
members of the Committee who did not serve
on the investigative subcommittee to serve
on an adjudicatory subcommittee. The
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of
the Committee shall be the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the adjudica-
tory subcommittee unless they served on the
investigative subcommittee. The respondent
shall be notified of the designation of the ad-
judicatory subcommittee and shall have ten
days after such notice is transmitted to ob-
ject to the participation of any sub-
committee member. Such objection shall be
in writing and shall be on the grounds that
the member cannot render an impartial and
unbiased decision. The member against
whom the objection is made shall be the sole
judge of his or her disqualification.

(b) A majority of the adjudicatory sub-
committee membership plus one must be
present at all times for the conduct of any
business pursuant to this rule.

(c) The adjudicatory subcommittee shall
hold a hearing to determine whether any
counts in the Statement of Alleged Violation
have been proved by clear and convincing
evidence and shall make findings of fact, ex-
cept where such violations have been admit-
ted by respondent.

(d) At an adjudicatory hearing, the sub-
committee may require, by subpoena or oth-
erwise, the attendance and testimony of such
witnesses and production of such books,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers,
documents, and other items as it deems nec-
essary. Depositions, interrogatories, and
sworn statements taken under any investiga-
tive subcommittee direction may be accept-
ed into the hearing record.

(e) The procedures set forth in clause 2 (g)
and (k) of Rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives shall apply to adjudica-
tory hearings. All such hearings shall be
open to the public unless the adjudicatory
subcommittee, pursuant to such clause, de-
termines that the hearings or any part
thereof should be closed.

(f)(1) The adjudicatory subcommittee shall,
in writing, notify the respondent that the re-
spondent and his or her counsel have the
right to inspect, review, copy, or photograph
books, papers, documents, photographs, or
other tangible objects that the adjudicatory
subcommittee counsel intends to use as evi-
dence against the respondent in an adjudica-
tory hearing. The respondent shall be given
access to such evidence, and shall be pro-
vided the names of witnesses the sub-
committee counsel intends to call, and a
summary of their expected testimony, no
less than 15 calendar days prior to any such
hearing. Except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances, no evidence may be introduced
or witness called in an adjudicatory hearing
unless the respondent has been afforded a
prior opportunity to review such evidence or
has been provided the name of the witness.

(2) After a witness has testified on direct
examination at an adjudicatory hearing, the
Committee, at the request of the respondent,
shall make available to the respondent any
statement of the witness in the possession of
the Committee which relates to the subject
matter as to which the witness has testified.

(3) Any other testimony, statement, or
documentary evidence in the possession of
the Committee which is material to the re-
spondent’s defense shall, upon request, be
made available to the respondent.

(g) No less than five days prior to the hear-
ing, the respondent or counsel shall provide
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the adjudicatory subcommittee with the
names of witnesses expected to be called,
summaries of their expected testimony, and
copies of any documents or other evidence
proposed to be introduced.

(h) The respondent or counsel may apply to
the subcommittee for the issuance of sub-
poenas for the appearance of witnesses or the
production of evidence. The application shall
be granted upon a showing by the respondent
that the proposed testimony or evidence is
relevant and not otherwise available to re-
spondent. The application may be denied if
not made at a reasonable time or if the testi-
mony or evidence would be merely cumu-
lative.

(i) During the hearing, the procedures re-
garding the admissibility of evidence and
rulings shall be as follows:

(1) Any relevant evidence shall be admis-
sible unless the evidence is privileged under
the precedents of the House of Representa-
tives.

(2) The Chairman of the subcommittee or
other presiding member at an adjudicatory
subcommittee hearing shall rule upon any
question of admissibility or pertinency of
evidence, motion, procedure, or any other
matter, and may direct any witness to an-
swer any question under penalty of con-
tempt. A witness, witness’s counsel, or a
member of the subcommittee may appeal
any evidentiary ruling to the members
present at that proceeding. The majority
vote of the members present at such pro-
ceeding on such an appeal shall govern the
question of admissibility and no appeal shall
lie to the Committee.

(3) Whenever a witness is deemed by a
Chairman or other presiding member to be in
contempt of the subcommittee, the matter
may be referred to the Committee to deter-
mine whether to refer the matter to the
House of Representatives for consideration.

(4) Committee counsel may, subject to sub-
committee approval, enter into stipulations
with the respondent and/or the respondent’s
counsel as to facts that are not in dispute.

(j) Unless otherwise provided, the order of
an adjudicatory hearing shall be as follows:

(1) The Chairman of the subcommittee
shall open the hearing by stating the adju-
dicatory subcommittee’s authority to con-
duct the hearing and the purpose of the hear-
ing.

(2) The Chairman shall then recognize
Committee counsel and the respondent’s
counsel, in turn, for the purpose of giving
opening statements.

(3) Testimony from witnesses and other
pertinent evidence shall be received in the
following order whenever possible:

(i) witnesses (deposition transcripts and af-
fidavits obtained during the inquiry may be
used in lieu of live witnesses if the witness is
unavailable) and other evidence offered by
the Committee counsel,

(ii) witnesses and other evidence offered by
the respondent,

(iii) rebuttal witnesses, as permitted by
the Chairman.

(4) Witnesses at a hearing shall be exam-
ined first by counsel calling such witness.
The opposing counsel may then cross-exam-
ine the witness. Redirect examination and
recross examination may be permitted at the
Chairman’s discretion. Subcommittee mem-
bers may then question witnesses. Unless
otherwise directed by the Chairman, such
questions shall be conducted under the five-
minute rule.

(k) A subpoena to a witness to appear at a
hearing shall be served sufficiently in ad-
vance of that witness’ scheduled appearance
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to allow the witness a reasonable period of
time, as determined by the Chairman of the
adjudicatory subcommittee, to prepare for
the hearing and to employ counsel.

(1) BEach witness appearing before the sub-
committee shall be furnished a printed copy
of the Committee rules, the pertinent provi-
sions of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives applicable to the rights of witnesses,
and a copy of the Statement of Alleged Vio-
lation.

(m) Testimony of all witnesses shall be
taken under oath or affirmation. The form of
the oath or affirmation shall be: ‘“Do you
solemnly swear (or affirm) that the testi-
mony you will give before this subcommittee
in the matter now under consideration will
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
but the truth (so help you God)?”’ The oath
or affirmation shall be administered by the
Chairman or Committee member designated
by the Chairman to administer oaths.

(n) At an adjudicatory hearing, the burden
of proof rests on Committee counsel to es-
tablish the facts alleged in the Statement of
Alleged Violation by clear and convincing
evidence. However, Committee counsel need
not present any evidence regarding any
count that is admitted by the respondent or
any fact stipulated.

(o) As soon as practicable after all testi-
mony and evidence have been presented, the
subcommittee shall consider each count con-
tained in the Statement of Alleged Violation
and shall determine by a majority vote of its
members whether each count has been
proved. If a majority of the subcommittee
does not vote that a count has been proved,
a motion to reconsider that vote may be
made only by a member who voted that the
count was not proved. A count that is not
proved shall be considered as dismissed by
the subcommittee.

(p) The findings of the adjudicatory sub-
committee shall be reported to the Com-
mittee.

Rule 25. Sanction Hearing and Consideration of
Sanctions or Other Recommendations

(a) If no count in a Statement of Alleged
Violation is proved, the Committee shall
prepare a report to the House of Representa-
tives, based upon the report of the adjudica-
tory subcommittee.

(b) If an adjudicatory subcommittee com-
pletes an adjudicatory hearing pursuant to
Rule 24 and reports that any count of the
Statement of Alleged Violation has been
proved, a hearing before the Committee shall
be held to receive oral and/or written sub-
missions by counsel for the Committee and
counsel for the respondent as to the sanction
the Committee should recommend to the
House of Representatives with respect to
such violations. Testimony by witnesses
shall not be heard except by written request
and vote of a majority of the Committee.

(c) Upon completion of any proceeding held
pursuant to clause (b), the Committee shall
consider and vote on a motion to recommend
to the House of Representatives that the
House take disciplinary action. If a majority
of the Committee does not vote in favor of
the recommendation that the House of Rep-
resentatives take action, a motion to recon-
sider that vote may be made only by a mem-
ber who voted against the recommendation.
The Committee may also, by majority vote,
adopt a motion to issue a Letter of Reproval
or take other appropriate Committee action.

(d) If the Committee determines a Letter
of Reproval constitutes sufficient action, the
Committee shall include any such letter as a
part of its report to the House of Representa-
tives.
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(e) With respect to any proved counts
against a Member of the House of Represent-
atives, the Committee may recommend to
the House one or more of the following sanc-
tions:

(1) Expulsion from the House of Represent-
atives.

(2) Censure.

(3) Reprimand.

(4) Fine.

(5) Denial or limitation of any right,
power, privilege, or immunity of the Member
if under the Constitution the House of Rep-
resentatives may impose such denial or limi-
tation.

(6) Any other sanction determined by the
Committee to be appropriate.

(f) With respect to any proved counts
against an officer or employee of the House
of Representatives, the Committee may rec-
ommend to the House one or more of the fol-
lowing sanctions:

(1) Dismissal from employment.

(2) Reprimand.

(3) Fine.

(4) Any other sanction determined by the
Committee to be appropriate.

(g) With respect to the sanctions that the
Committee may recommend, reprimand is
appropriate for serious violations, censure is
appropriate for more serious violations, and
expulsion of a Member or dismissal of an of-
ficer or employee is appropriate for the most
serious violations. A recommendation of a
fine is appropriate in a case in which it is
likely that the violation was committed to
secure a personal financial benefit; and a
recommendation of a denial or limitation of
a right, power, privilege, or immunity of a
Member is appropriate when the violation
bears upon the exercise or holding of such
right, power, privilege, or immunity. This
clause sets forth general guidelines and does
not limit the authority of the Committee to
recommend other sanctions.

(h) The Committee report shall contain an
appropriate statement of the evidence sup-
porting the Committee’s findings and a
statement of the Committee’s reasons for
the recommended sanction.

Rule 26. Disclosure of Exculpatory Information
to Respondent

If the Committee, or any investigative or
adjudicatory subcommittee at any time re-
ceives any exculpatory information respect-
ing a Complaint or Statement of Alleged
Violation concerning a Member, officer, or
employee of the House of Representatives, it
shall make such information known and
available to the Member, officer, or em-
ployee as soon as practicable, but in no event
later than the transmittal of evidence sup-
porting a proposed Statement of Alleged Vio-
lation pursuant to Rule 27(c). If an investiga-
tive subcommittee does not adopt a State-
ment of Alleged Violation, it shall identify
any exculpatory information in its posses-
sion at the conclusion of its inquiry and
shall include such information, if any, in the
subcommittee’s final report to the Com-
mittee regarding its inquiry. For purposes of
this rule, exculpatory evidence shall be any
evidence or information that is substantially
favorable to the respondent with respect to
the allegations or charges before an inves-
tigative or adjudicatory subcommittee.

Rule 27. Rights of Respondents and Witnesses

(a) A respondent shall be informed of the
right to be represented by counsel, to be pro-
vided at his or her own expense.

(b) A respondent may seek to waive any
procedural rights or steps in the disciplinary
process. A request for waiver must be in
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writing, signed by the respondent, and must
detail what procedural steps the respondent
seeks to waive. Any such request shall be
subject to the acceptance of the Committee
or subcommittee, as appropriate.

(c) Not less than 10 calendar days before a
scheduled vote by an investigative sub-
committee on a Statement of Alleged Viola-
tion, the subcommittee shall provide the re-
spondent with a copy of the Statement of Al-
leged Violation it intends to adopt together
with all evidence it intends to use to prove
those charges which it intends to adopt, in-
cluding documentary evidence, witness testi-
mony, memoranda of witness interviews, and
physical evidence, unless the subcommittee
by an affirmative vote of a majority of its
members decides to withhold certain evi-
dence in order to protect a witness, but if
such evidence is withheld, the subcommittee
shall inform the respondent that evidence is
being withheld and of the count to which
such evidence relates.

(d) Neither the respondent nor his counsel
shall, directly or indirectly, contact the sub-
committee or any member thereof during
the period of time set forth in paragraph (c)
except for the sole purpose of settlement dis-
cussions where counsels for the respondent
and the subcommittee are present.

(e) If, at any time after the issuance of a
Statement of Alleged Violation, the Com-
mittee or any subcommittee thereof deter-
mines that it intends to use evidence not
provided to a respondent under paragraph (c)
to prove the charges contained in the State-
ment of Alleged Violation (or any amend-
ment thereof), such evidence shall be made
immediately available to the respondent,
and it may be used in any further proceeding
under the Committee’s rules.

(f) Evidence provided pursuant to para-
graph (c¢) or (e) shall be made available to
the respondent and his or her counsel only
after each agrees, in writing, that no docu-
ment, information, or other materials ob-
tained pursuant to that paragraph shall be
made public until—

(1) such time as a Statement of Alleged
Violation is made public by the Committee if
the respondent has waived the adjudicatory
hearing; or

(2) the commencement of an adjudicatory
hearing if the respondent has not waived an
adjudicatory hearing; but the failure of re-
spondent and his counsel to so agree in writ-
ing, and therefore not receive the evidence,
shall not preclude the issuance of a State-
ment of Alleged Violation at the end of the
period referenced to in (c).

(g) A respondent shall receive written no-
tice whenever—

(1) the Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member determine that information the
Committee has received constitutes a com-
plaint;

(2) a complaint or allegation is trans-
mitted to an investigative subcommittee;

(3) that subcommittee votes to authorize
its first subpoena or to take testimony under
oath, whichever occurs first; and

(4) the Committee votes to expand the
scope of the inquiry of an investigative sub-
committee.

(h) Whenever an investigative sub-
committee adopts a Statement of Alleged
Violation and a respondent enters into an
agreement with that subcommittee to settle
a complaint on which the Statement is
based, that agreement, unless the respondent
requests otherwise, shall be in writing and
signed by the respondent and the respond-
ent’s counsel, the Chairman and Ranking Mi-
nority Member of the subcommittee, and the
outside counsel, if any.
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(i) Statements or information derived sole-
ly from a respondent or his counsel during
any settlement discussions between the
Committee or a subcommittee thereof and
the respondent shall not be included in any
report of the subcommittee or the Com-
mittee or otherwise publicly disclosed with-
out the consent of the respondent;

(j) Whenever a motion to establish an in-
vestigative subcommittee does not prevail,
the Committee shall promptly send a letter
to the respondent informing him of such
vote.

(k) Witnesses shall be afforded a reason-
able period of time, as determined by the
Committee or subcommittee, to prepare for
an appearance before an investigative sub-
committee or for an adjudicatory hearing
and to obtain counsel.

(1) Except as otherwise specifically author-
ized by the Committee, no Committee mem-
ber or staff member shall disclose to any per-
son outside the Committee the name of any
witness subpoenaed to testify or to produce
evidence.

(m) Prior to their testimony, witnesses
shall be furnished a printed copy of the Com-
mittee’s Rules of Procedure and the provi-
sions of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives applicable to the rights of witnesses.

(n) Witnesses may be accompanied by their
own counsel for the purpose of advising them
concerning their constitutional rights. The
Chairman may punish breaches of order and
decorum, and of professional responsibility
on the part of counsel, by censure and exclu-
sion from the hearings; and the Committee
may cite the offender to the House of Rep-
resentatives for contempt.

(o) Each witness subpoenaed to provide tes-
timony or other evidence shall be provided
such travel expenses as the Chairman con-
siders appropriate. No compensation shall be
authorized for attorney’s fees or for a wit-
ness’ lost earnings.

(p) With the approval of the Committee, a
witness, upon request, may be provided with
a transcript of his or her deposition or other
testimony taken in executive session, or,
with the approval of the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member, may be per-
mitted to examine such transcript in the of-
fice of the Committee. Any such request
shall be in writing and shall include a state-
ment that the witness, and counsel, agree to
maintain the confidentiality of all executive
session proceedings covered by such tran-
script.

Rule 28. Frivolous Filings

If a complaint or information offered as a
complaint is deemed frivolous by an affirma-
tive vote of a majority of the members of the
Committee, the Committee may take such
action as it, by an affirmative vote of its

members, deems appropriate in the cir-

cumstances.

Rule 29. Referrals to Federal or State Authori-
ties

Referrals made under clause 3(a)(3) of Rule
XTI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives may be made by an affirmative vote of
two-thirds of the members of the Committee.

————

PROVIDING UNIVERSAL QUALITY
EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | re-
cently introduced H.R. 1118, a bill that estab-
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lishes comprehensive early childhood edu-
cation programs, early childhood education
staff development programs, and model fed-
eral government early childhood education
programs.

Today, more than 13 million children under
the age of 6 are enrolled in some form of child
care. Some children are placed in high quality
programs. But all too often, parents have no
alternative but to place their children in pro-
grams that function as nothing more than child
storage.

Quality early childhood education matters.
Study upon study prove that the quality of
child care has a long-term effect on later scho-
lastic achievement, For example, the National
Research Council and the National Center for
Early Development and Learning found that
quality early childhood education helped chil-
dren develop better language and literacy
skills; and the RAND Corporation found that
high quality programs have lasting benefits on
school performance.

Besides preparing a child to do well in
school, quality child care teaches children to
get along with others, care about others, and
become contributing members of society. Ad-
ditional studies have shown that quality edu-
cational child care can greatly reduce the
chance that children grow up to be violent.

Quality programs include a well-trained staff
and a small staff-to-child ratio. The University
of North Carolina conducted a Cost, Quality
and Child Outcomes Study of various child
care programs. Only 14 percent of all pro-
grams studied were of adequate quality.

For child care to have a lasting effect, chil-
dren must be enrolled in high quality edu-
cational programs. H.R. 1118 ensures that
funds will only go to programs that establish
Early Childhood Education Councils that de-
velop and prepare quality early childhood edu-
cation plans each year. In addition, funds will
be provided to train individuals employed in
quality programs.

Child care costs are exorbitant. According to
a 1998 report by the Children’s Defense Fund,
many parents spend more on yearly quality
child care tuition than on public college tuition.
In Honolulu, the average child care tuition is
over $6,000 a year.

My bill provides financial assistance to pub-
lic and private programs who prove they will
provide quality early childhood education. A
quarter of the funding is earmarked to those
programs who serve young children from low-
income families.

Children are guaranteed access to a pub-
licly-funded education when they reach kinder-
garten-age. We should also guarantee access
to quality early childhood education. The first
few years of a child’s life can shape the rest
of their life. No parent should be forced to
leave their child in a substandard program,
where they are not being prepared for future
achievement.

| urge all members to cosponsor this legisla-
tion.

———

THE 49TH ANNUAL NATIONAL
PRAYER BREAKFAST
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the
House and Senate Prayer Groups, it was an
honor to chair the 49th Annual National Prayer
Breakfast held on February 1, 2001.

This annual breakfast is a time when lead-
ers and guests from around the world gather
in respect and civility to celebrate our common
denominator as children of God and to pray
for unity, peace, and direction as we put our
differences aside and come together as peo-
ple. This is a special and unique opportunity
for fellowship across ideological, ethnic, polit-
ical, and religious divides.

Chairing the National Prayer Breakfast was
one of the greatest privileges of my life. The
thoughts and prayers shared at this year’s
breakfast were a blessing to those who heard
them, and | believe they will be so to many
more in the future. | am therefore including the
program and transcript to be printed in the
RECORD. The program and transcript follow:

NATIONAL PRAYER BREAKFAST, THURSDAY,

FEBRUARY 1, 2001

(Chairman: Representative Zach Wamp)

Representative ZAcH WAMP (R-TN). Good
morning. You may be seated. You can see
why I am so proud of the Chattanooga Sing-
ers, from my hometown, this morning. (Ap-
plause.)

I would like to call on Admiral Vernon
Clark, the chief of staff of the United States
Navy, for our opening prayer. Admiral.

Admiral VERNON CLARK (Navy Chief of
Staff). Let us bow our heads in prayer.

Eternal Father, we come to You today
with thanksgiving for Your creation, this
land we love, the seas that we sail. And we
thank You, Lord, for the abundance which
blesses our nation, this land of prosperity
and freedom. On this day, we are grateful for
the strength that we have as one people from
many faiths, many backgrounds, even many
cultures, but still one nation, under God. We
also thank You for the fellowship of those
from beyond our shores who are gathered
here with us today from other nations, with
diverse faiths and backgrounds and cultures.
We pray that this moment of sharing will
strength all of us together in the cause of
peace and justice.

We know that You are the bedrock of all
that is good and lasting. And so, for all our
many gifts and blessings, we praise You and
we thank You. Almighty God, look upon us
with favor as we gather together in prayer,
as we bow our heads and raise our hearts to
Thee.

We approach You, Lord, with humility and
confidence, as You have taught us to do. But
we are also mindful of Your Scripture which
teaches us: We have not because we ask not.
And so, we ask You, for all of our leaders, for
guidance, guidance for all of us as we seek to
serve. And we ask You for wisdom and we
ask You for courage, the courage to preserve
our country as a beacon of freedom, justice
and opportunity.

And finally, we ask You to bless the suste-
nance that is placed before us this day. May
it strengthen us in our faith, in our fellow-
ship, and strengthen us in our service to You
and to your creation.

It is in Your Holy Name that we pray.
Amen.

Rep. WAMP. I realize that most of you have
already had your breakfast, but if you will
enjoy the fellowship at your table while we
give the head table a brief opportunity to
eat, we will be back with you at 8:20.

(Break for breakfast.)

Rep. WAMP. Good morning again. My name
is Zack Wamp. I am from the great state of
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Tennessee and I am the chairman of this
year’s National Prayer Breakfast. I want to
welcome each one of you to what I consider
the best day every year in Washington, D.C.
The first Thursday of February for 49 years,
we have hosted the National Prayer Break-
fast, which has evolved into an international
event today, when we have friends from 170
countries around the world. Each Thursday
morning in the House of Representatives, I
have the privilege of presiding over the
weekly bipartisan Prayer Breakfast Group in
the House, and every week, I begin that
meeting by saying to my colleagues—usually
there are 50 or 60 there, equally divided
among Democrats and Republicans— ‘Wel-
come to the best hour of the week.”

It is a time where we come together in re-
spect and love and full appreciation of each
other, and it is blessed and anointed, I be-
lieve we are there in the spiritual sense. Re-
lationships are forged for life.

I think of one relationship that was forged
about 35 years ago in the House. A young
congressman from Texas, named George Her-
bert Walker Bush, a Republican, came to be
friends with a young congressman from the
state of Mississippi, General Sonny Mont-
gomery. To this very day, they are best of
friends, and it all started with that weekly
commitment to meet in the fellowship of the
Holy Spirit and come to know each other in
a miraculous way. Great things happen and
relationships are forged.

When you ask members of the House who
are heading to retirement what their most
special time in the House was, if they came
to our prayer breakfast, ladies and gentle-
men, they always say it is that special hour
on Thursday morning when we come to-
gether in civility and love and the Spirit
does the work.

I want to mention, as we welcome our for-
eign leaders here this morning as well, that
our speaker of the House, Dennis Hastert,
who sits in front of me here, is the most ac-
tive member of our weekly prayer group of
any speaker in its history. We thank you for
your faithfulness, Mr. Speaker. (Applause.)

We have excellencies and heads of state
and leaders from around the world. We have
the top leadership from our executive
branch, our legislative branch, our judicial
branch here this morning. We are so grateful
for each and every one of you. Secretary
Powell, thank you, sir, for being here this
morning. We have the president of the Re-
public of Congo. (Applause.) We have the
president of Macedonia with us this morning.
(Applause.) We have the president of Rwanda
her this morning. (Applause.) The prime
minister of the Slovak Republic is here with
us this morning. (Applause.) I have been
coming to these breakfasts long enough to
know better than to try to pronounce their
names. (Laughter.) So we are honored that
you are here, and I am glad that that part of
the program is behind me!

May I introduce our head table. I will start
from your right, and my left. Congressman
Eliot Engel and his wife, Pat. Please hold
your applause until I finish across the table,
please—with two exceptions. We also have
the Reverend Fred Steelman, my pastor, and
his wife, Becky, who is a school teacher. We
have Carolyn and the Honorable Andrew
Young. We have Mrs. Susan Baker, the
spouse of Secretary James Baker. We have
Senator Jon Kyl from Arizona. We have Eliz-
abeth Edwards, the spouse of Senator John
Edwards from North Carolina. This is where
we waive that rule—a leader among leaders,
the wife of the vice president of the United
States, Mrs. Lynne Cheney. (Applause.) The
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Vice President of the United States of Amer-
ica, Dick Cheney. (Applause.) The Senator
from the state of North Carolina, John Ed-
wards. (Scattered applause.) Starting at this
end—we will get back to the rule. (Laugh-
ter.) All the way on your left, Wintley
Phipps, a Grammy-nominated vocalist, who
will sing for us later today, and his wife,
Linda. We have Congresswoman Lucille Roy-
bal-Allard, who is on the program with her
husband, Ed. You heard from Admiral
Vernon Clark, the chief of staff of the United
States Navy, and his wife, Connie. Our key-
note speaker this morning: the Senator from
the great state of Tennessee, Bill Frist and
his wife, Karyn. And eagerly awaiting the ar-
rival of THE first lady is my first lady, my
awesome wife, Kim. And now you may ap-
plaud the entire head table. (Applause.)

We have a special treat this morning, be-
cause bringing greetings from the United
States Senate prayer group is a pair of sen-
ators, a Democrat from North Carolina and a
Republican from Arizona. They are co-chair-
men of the Senate prayer group. Please wel-
come Senator John Kyl and Senator John
Edwards. (Applause.)

Sen. JOHN KYL (R-AZ). Thank you, Zach.

Mr. Vice President, distinguished friends,
in his letter to the Romans, the apostle Paul
urged, ‘‘Be Kkindly affectioned one to an-
other, with brotherly love.”

Well, once a week, just as in the House of
Representatives, as Zach mentioned, we join
in the United States Senate, men and women
of different religious faiths, for our weekly
prayer breakfast. We set aside our dif-
ferences. Christians and Jews, Democrats
and Republicans, conservatives and liberals,
we focus on things we have in common.

I believe the Senate is a more civil place
because we are ‘‘kindly affectioned” to each
other, in Paul’s words.

Just as with our much smaller group of
senators, by meeting here today in faith, we
all enhance our appreciation of each other,
of the meaning of our calling and of our
faith. As St. Augustine wrote, faith opens a
way for the understanding.

God bless you all, and welcome. (Applause.)

Sen. JOHN EDWARDS (D-NC). We bring you
greetings from the Senate and from the Sen-
ate Prayer Breakfast. While Jon Kyl and I
are co-chairs of the Senate Prayer Breakfast,
we are not in charge of the Senate Prayer
Breakfast. The Lord is in charge of the Sen-
ate Prayer Breakfast. (Applause.)

Two years ago my friend Connie Mack,
who is seated right down here, invited me to
come to the prayer breakfast for the first
time, when I was first elected to the Senate,
and asked me to come and share my personal
faith journey with the group. Well, I was
nervous. It is a very personal thing, as you
all know. My relationship with the Lord is
very personal to me. So I came to the prayer
breakfast. The other senators were extraor-
dinarily kind to me. But as always seems to
happen, there was a very familiar presence in
that room. The Lord was present.

Every week we walk into that room as
United States senators, no matter how con-
tentious or how important the debate may
be on the floor of the United States Senate,
and we become what every person in this
room is, which is a child of God and a mem-
ber of His family.

It is an extraordinary blessing for us to be
able to share on a weekly basis. I would urge
those of you from around the country and
around the world, if you have an oppor-
tunity, to form groups of faith, with people
whom you can share with. You will find it to
be a wonderful, rewarding, and extraordinary
experience.
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May the Lord bless you all. (Applause.)

Rep. WAMP. For those of you who may not
be in elected office, you may think that peo-
ple recognize us often. I have to tell you that
even though I am in my seventh year in the
House, many times I am at home at the mall
or out to dinner with my family and some-
body will walk up to me and they will look
at me, and they will say, ‘“‘Aren’t you —?”’
And I will say, ‘“Yes, yes.” ‘““Aren’t you —?”
and I know they are about to say it, and they
will say, “I know, aren’t you the weather
man on Channel 12?”° (Laughter.) So I am
really watching to see which way the wind is
blowing, whether there is a shower coming in
so that I can be of assistance to my constitu-
ents, and that is a way to keep us close to
the ground. (Laughter.)

A reading from the Scriptures this morn-
ing will be read by the congressman from
New York, a great friend and a brother, a
real gentleman, Eliot Engel. (Applause.)

Rep. ELIOT ENGEL (D-NY). My colleague,
Congressman Wamp, Mr. Vice President, la-
dies and gentlemen. We heard a lot of talk
this morning, as well we should, about pray-
er and getting together and national healing.
I want to say that after a hard-fought elec-
tion, this is a time of healing and a time of
bipartisanship for the country. I am honored
to be able to read from the Scriptures this
morning.

I read from Micah 4. There is a plaque in
front of the United Nations in my home city
of New York City with part of this, Micah 4.

“In the days to come, the mount of the
Lord’s house shall stand firm above the
mountains, and it shall tower above the
hills. The people shall gaze on it with joy,
and the many nations shall go and shall say,
come, let us go up to the mount of the Lord,
to the house of the God of Jacob, that he
may instruct us in his ways and that we may
walk in his paths. For instructions shall
come forth from Zion, the word of the Lord
from Jerusalem. Thus he will judge among
the many peoples and arbitrate for the mul-
titude of nations, however distant. And they
shall beat their swords into plowshares and
their spares into pruning hooks. Nations
shall not take up sword against nation. They
shall never again know war. But every man
shall sit under his grape vine or fig tree with
no one to disturb him, for it was the Lord of
Hosts who spoke. Though all the peoples
walk each in the names of its gods, we will
walk in the name of the Lord our God for-
ever and ever.”’

Thank you and God bless you all. (Ap-
plause.)

Rep. WAMP. To sing a wonderful song
which I will speak to when it is complete,
please welcome Wintley Phipps to sing ‘‘Heal
Our Land.” Wintley? (Applause.)

(Song is sung.) (Applause.)

Rep. WAMP. Isn’t that a beautiful song?
What if I told you that it was written and
composed by United States Senator Orrin
Hatch? (Applause.) (To Senator Hatch.)
Stand! (Continuing applause.) He has written
over 300 songs, and he gave Wintley the
rights to sing that one, and I am so grateful
that he did.

At this time, a Scripture will be read by
the immediate past chairwoman of the His-
panic Caucus in the House, Congresswoman
Lucille Roybal-Allard.

Rep. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD (D-CA).
First of all, I would like to thank my friend
and colleague Zach Wamp for asking me to
participate in this very, very special break-
fast. This truly is an honor to be here.

And I would like to welcome all of you to
this national prayer of unity for a strong and
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effective leadership for our country, and for
peace and prosperity for everyone through-
out the world.

A reading from Matthew, chapter 22, verses
35 through 40. ‘““Then one of them, which was
a lawyer, asked him a question, tempting
Him and saying, ‘Master, which is the great
commandment in the law?’ Jesus said unto
him, ‘Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with
all thy heart and with all thy soul and with
all thy mind.” This is the first and great
commandment, and the second is like unto
it. ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.’
Of these two commandments hang all the
law and the prophets.”’

Thank you. (Applause.)

Rep. WAMP. Ladies and gentlemen, he ex-
udes confidence and strength. Please wel-
come the vice president of the United States,
Dick Cheney. (Applause.)

Vice President RICHARD CHENEY. Thank
you very much.

Congressman Wamp, Senator Edwards,
friends from across America, and distin-
guished visitors to our country from all over
the world: Lynne and I are honored to be
with you all this morning. I have always
counted myself fortunate to have been raised
in a part of the country where the Almighty
chose to do some of His finest work. Yellow-
stone, the Grand Tetons, the Big Horn Can-
yon, Devil’s Tower. He made them. I did not
say he named them. (Laughter.)

Such grand surroundings have a way of
keeping us humble. They help you remember
that the Earth and all of us are here by the
design of an intelligent and gracious Creator,
and each of us has a purpose that He has set
and that we must seek. We seek that purpose
through prayer, and we set aside this event
each year to offer our prayers together.

We do so today at a very promising mo-
ment in our nation’s history, yet the true
importance of gatherings like this was best
stated during one of our darkest hours by
one of our greatest presidents. In his second
inaugural address, Abraham Lincoln chose to
give something of a sermon. Americans were
living through a terrible war that divided
the country and tested their faith. To many
it seemed that their prayers had gone unan-
swered. Lincoln offered what was for him a
point of fact: Although we may petition The
Almighty on our own behalf, His judgments
will be made according to his own purposes,
and unwelcome consequences often result
when we turn away from Him.

Then the good news. Echoing the Psalmist,
Lincoln observed that the judgments of the
Lord are true and righteous altogether. In
perils of war, he had the sure knowledge that
the hand of a just God moves in the affairs
of mankind.

So it is even in more tranquil times. Every
great and meaningful achievement in this
life requires the active involvement of the
One who placed us here for a reason, who
knows our names and cares about what we
do, and is ever deserving of our trust and our
devotion.

Our aim as a country is always, as Lincoln
put it, to be at peace among ourselves and
with the people of all nations. It is a goal of
high purpose, so high that we cannot hope to
reach it alone.

So we come together on this day, people of
many faiths, to speak with one voice, hum-
bly asking the Creator for a measure of His
grace as we carry out the duties given to us,
gratefully counting His blessings on the land
we cherish and the families we love, and ask-
ing that we shall see His will be done on
Earth as it is in Heaven.

Thank you. (Applause.)
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Rep. WAMP. One of the most important
roles in civil government is the spouse of an
elected leader, in any country of the world.
One of the most influential spouses ever in
Washington, D.C., is Mrs. Susan Baker, the
wife of Secretary of States James Baker. She
will bring a prayer for national leaders. Good
morning, Susan. (Applause.)

SUSAN BAKER. O Lord, our God, we give
thanks today for the people that You have
called to leadership. In the spirit of Jesus,
we ask a special blessing on each man and
woman who has the responsibility for gov-
erning our cities, our states, and our coun-
tries.

May each one know that they are Your be-
loved child, so they will govern from abun-
dance and not from need. May they treat the
power of their position with reverence and
not use it to exploit. May they see their role
as that of a servant, rather than a master, of
the people.

May their policies bring hope to the dis-
advantaged and the oppressed, and may they
call for justice with a loud voice.

May they foster forgiveness and reconcili-
ation, in order to bring healing. May they
have the courage to champion truth and in-
tegrity, even when it is not politically cor-
rect.

May they seek You daily, Lord, so to rule
with wisdom and love, that we, the people,
may live peaceful and quiet lives that will
bring honor to You, our God. Amen. (Ap-
plause.)

Rep. WAMP. Thank you, Susan.

Many of you know that the Reverend Billy
Graham really wanted to be with us this
morning once again, but he is unable to be-
cause of his health. I am told that out of 49
National Prayer Breakfast meetings, this is
only the fourth that he has missed. He want-
ed to come and share a message with you
this morning. But we will pray for him and
send he and his family the very best. And our
message this morning will be delivered by
my fellow Tennessean, Senator Bill Frist.

When I called Senator Frist and I asked
him if he would bring a message to us this
morning, I told him it was no bad deal to be
asked to stand in for the Reverend Billy
Graham. (Laughter.) When I talked about
Senator Orrin Hatch being such an extraor-
dinary person outside of the Senate, there
have been few people as extraordinary as our
guest speaker this morning.

Senator Bill Frist is not just a physician,
he is a world-renowned heart and lung trans-
plant surgeon. He is an author, a scientist
and a licensed commercial pilot who has ac-
tually flown medical mission teams around
the world while serving in the United States
Senate. He is very active in the Senate
group. He is a dedicated father and husband.

Please welcome my fellow Tennessean,
Senator Bill Frist. (Applause.)

Sen. BILL FRIST (R-TN). Mr. Vice Presi-
dent, Mrs. Cheney, friends. As Zach said, be-
fore coming to the United States Senate, I
was blessed with the opportunity to trans-
plant hearts. A typical night, the telephone
rings 11:00, 12:00 at night. A faceless voice on
the other end of the line says, ‘“‘Dr. Frist,
we’ve got a heart for you, blood type A, 140
pounds. It may be a match for Mr. John Ma-
jors.”

Karyn, my wife, has heard this call weekly,
if not twice a week, for the last 10 years be-
fore coming to the United States Senate, a
telephone call from the National Organ
Donor Transplant Registry. With that phone
call, somebody’s prayers were answered.

John was a bb-year-old man, a patient, a
good friend with a fatal heart disease. Every
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day he woke up with a prayer; his prayer
would be that he would make it through that
day, or that someone would give a gift so
that he would be able to make it through
that week. And with that telephone call,
that became such a custom in our house, a
blessing, a regular occurrence, John’s pray-
ers had been answered, if the God-given vehi-
cle of a transplant team and a medical facil-
ity and our health profession worked in car-
rying a procedure out.

Excited, the usual way I would get out of
the bed, kiss Karyn goodnight, go tell my
three boys, who are here with us today, good-
bye. They would be sound asleep. Going to
the hospital to deliver that news to John
personally, news that he would wake up
every day fearing that he would never hear.

An hour later, I would be on a chartered
airplane flying that night to Chattanooga
through the black night, going to a hospital
I had never been to, to operate alongside sur-
geons I had never seen, who had flown else-
where across the country. I was there to re-
move the heart from a 23-year-old woman
who, unfortunately, had died tragically three
hours before in an accident. From the air-
plane we would jump into a waiting ambu-
lance, and with sirens whirling and blasting,
we would go to the hospital. I would scrub, I
would open the chest, I would look in and ex-
pose the heart. When you do this operation,
even though you are around surgeons and
medical personnel all the time, every bit of
the attention there focuses right on the
heart itself—powerful, inspiring, beating in
perfect rhythm, pumping through thousands
of miles in capillaries. That miracle of God
is in each one of you right now.

I cross-clamp the aorta, infuse what is
called cold cardioplegia into the aorta, and
that heart which is beating dynamically,
powerfully, stops. Completely motionless,
still, quiet. That energy source of our phys-
ical being, which had not missed a beat in
over 75 million contractions, stopped. The
room is quiet. But that is when I have got to
start moving, because within four hours we
have got to take the heart out, get back on
the airplane, get it back and start it again.
If I do not carry that out under the eyes of
the Lord who is guiding our steps along the
way, that heart will never start again.

Within 10 minutes, I have taken that heart
out, put it in the ice chest, put it on an air-
plane, back on that ambulance with lights
flashing and sirens going, show up at the air-
port over in Chattanooga, airplane’s engines
ready to go, on the airplane, back in, land
out at National Airport, take another ambu-
lance to the hospital, walk into the oper-
ating room. It has been about two and a half
hours, so we have about an hour and a half
to get the heart going. Carefully take out
John’s old worn-out heart, and very respect-
fully take the new heart and place it in this
waiting chest, sewing the blood vessels to-
gether.

Then the precious moment occurs. The
wait for that heart to come alive again. All
the music goes off. Everybody stops talking,
because we have done our work. It is basi-
cally mechanical work, but we have done our
work. We wait for that heart to come alive,
and it is a very special, very precious mo-
ment. In every case, it scares me to death. I
have done this operation hundreds of times.
It strikes deep fear in my soul. What if this
heart does not start, or I took too long, or
the stitches were put too far apart, or some-
body has got the wrong blood type?

Every time I reach this moment, I do what
we all do when we recognize—even with
these unbelievable things we do today—that
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there is somebody else watching over, that
there is some other hand out there, and I say
that prayer. The whole wait is only a couple
of minutes. It seems like an eternity. We
wait anxiously, but with a profound sense of
humility, peering down at this flaccid heart,
spotlighted by these bright lights. They are
spotlighted right on that heart, waiting.
Waiting for rebirth. Waiting to be reborn.

Now, is there a message to all of this?
There are a lot of messages—and, as you can
imagine, this is a very spiritual experience
for me as I carry out, do what I am trained
to do, am given the opportunity to do—but
let me just talk about two real quickly.

One is giving, one person to another. A
gift, as we all know, is that ultimate expres-
sion of love, and I would argue that organ
donation is one of those ultimate gifts. It
went very quickly, but who was that 23-year-
old woman who died tragically several hours
before, who gave so selflessly of herself so
that another could live, somebody whom she
would never see, somebody whom she had
never known.

All of us try to find ways within our own
power to give, and we think about it. But the
question we must ask is, do we do it? Some-
times we just think about it and we just do
not do it. Let me say, as an aside, that organ
donation is a way to give something that
costs you nothing. It costs no money. It
costs nothing in terms of convenience or in-
convenience; a gift greater than any—the
gift of life. (Applause.)

Jesus said, in John 15, that there is no gift
greater than this when he said, ‘“‘Greater
love than this no man hath than a man lay
down his life for his friends.”

But step back and think about the larger
picture. He also told us to give purely, to
give freely, to give it away out of love with-
out reward for self. And in Matthew, ‘Do not
do your acts of righteousness before men to
be seen by them; when you give, do not an-
nounce it with trumpets; do not even let
your left hand know what your right hand is
doing, so that your giving may be in secret.
Then your Father, who sees in secret, will
reward you.”’

No gift, I would argue, is purer or more
selfless than the gift of a heart or a kidney
or a lung or blood. Neither the donor nor the
family expects anything. They are not re-
warded in any way. Yet the donor gives an
ultimate and, indeed, a priceless gift—re-
warded with something, I would argue,
equally as priceless, a gift that transforms a
moment of death into new life, that con-
tinues long after the physical presence of
that donor or the recipient.

And not too dissimilar—the parallel is
there—to what this Prayer Breakfast is all
about, where we all come together, most of
us do not know each other, but it is a little
like the light of the Lord, that once shared
with one another, radiates out from person
to person, until all within reach are lit by
that fire of love. We come together, we pray
together for our leaders, for the burdens of
great countries, for the burdens of great
communities. We share, but we leave after
this Prayer Breakfast, tomorrow, tonight, to
light that light and share, to radiate across
this globe.

Now, how many of you have ever signed an
organ donor card? I do not want to embar-
rass anybody, but has anybody signed an
organ donor card? Raise your hand. Not too
bad. Probably one out of every three tables,
that is one out of 30, and that is not bad, all
in all.

The message is that each of us has the ca-
pacity to give—and I would say in lots of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ways, but also in one of the most powerful
ways, of ourselves, and we have probably
even thought about it, but we have not
acted. And let’s think about the other gifts—
this is the real message—of the compliment
to your child or the compliment to your
spouse. We may not have given that. The gift
of encouragement to the troubled, the meal
to the hungry. We have thought about it, but
have we acted?

This story says something else about mir-
acles. In our everyday lives we get up, we
rush to work, we get the kids off to school,
we work hard, we come home, we buy the
groceries, and miracles really do seem like
the stuff that childhood dreams are made of,
they are the great miracles—the great sto-
ries of the Bible, the blind see and the lame
walk and the dead rise. What my story, I
hope, illustrates is that miracles are the
manifestation of God in our everyday lives.

Yes, I was a transplant surgeon. Had the
privilege, the blessing to see what I saw,
what I just told you about. But it is our ev-
eryday lives. How can an inert piece of mus-
cle, stored in an ice chest for four hours, sep-
arated entirely from the blood supply, taken
across the country, suddenly explode back
into life when placed in another person’s
body? Now, that is not routine to you, but it
is routine to me. It occurs every single day
in communities all across this country. I can
tell you, physicians can describe it, but they
can not explain it. I can tell you that sci-
entists can define it, but they can not under-
stand it. But God knows. And with God’s
help, we can give life and encourage miracles
in other ways as well. I say ‘“‘with God’s
help” because God really does guide us in
those little and big ways, in those steps,
often without us realizing it.

As a United States senator, as a physician,
I have a lot of opportunity for public service,
as so many people in this room do. But I
would argue that where these miracles most
often happen is through those secret acts of
love; the love for each other that lights this
room, and love to the Father.

Let’s shift gears real quick. Imagine your-
self flying in deepest Africa in a small plane
loaded chock-full up to what is called gross
weight, with medical supplies, flying at 400
feet above the tree tops, to go to a small,
makeshift hospital in a war-torn part of Af-
rica. We are flying low to avoid actually
being seen by other aircraft, who indiscrimi-
nately and regularly bomb the villages
below. We are on a medical mission trip with
World Medical Mission—my good friend, Dr.
Dick Furman—and Samaritan’s Purse, which
is a Christian relief organization run by my
good friend Franklin Graham.

We land on a dirt strip, we drive five miles
on a bumpy road. There is an old closed down
hospital on the right, which has not been
used in 12 years because there are land mines
all around. There has been no health care in
that area in the last 12 years. We finally ar-
rive at a dilapidated old two-room school
house that had been converted into a clinic.

As I think of this story, Proverbs 16:9 tells
me, ‘“‘In his heart, a man plans his course,
but the Lord determines those steps.” When
I came to the United States Senate six years
ago, I did not know that we had the Prayer
Breakfast, that you heard about, every week.
The Lord took me to that Prayer Breakfast.
I came to the United States Senate to serve
in my heart the United States of America in
the same way but in some shape or form,
ended up in Africa, in the Congo, and in
Uganda on these medical mission trips.

Six weeks prior to our arrival on this first
trip to the Sudan, Samaritan’s Purse had
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courageously opened up a hospital, a little
medical clinic where over two million peo-
ple, as you know, have died in the war and
four million people have been displaced. We
performed surgery where no care, no care, no
care had been delivered in over two decades.
There were very few instruments and no
electricity, and no running water. Patients
would walk or be carried for days just be-
cause they knew that there was some med-
ical care there.

But the real image that I want to share
with you occurred in a small, one-room
building that was about 100 yards away from
the little medical clinic. It was used as a re-
covery room for the sick and the injured. It
was there, to me, that the real evidence of
God’s power at work in our lives came alive.
It was late, we were just finishing an oper-
ation, and to be honest with you, I was very,
very tired. I remember vividly that we were
operating under hand-held flashlights.

We were going to go back to the United
States the next day, but then a call came
from the recovery room 100 yards away.
Somebody said that they wanted to see the
American doctor. I was ready to go back to
the United States. This was not a patient of
mine, nobody I had operated on, but I went
anyway.

I remember so vividly—dusk had settled
in—going into this building, pulling the cur-
tain aside, still dark, really could not see,
but back in the corner could see this vague
silhouette of a man in a bed. Could not see
very much, but could see some big white
bulky dressings on a right hand, on the
stump of a left leg, big white bulky dressing
peering out through this dark, dark room.
Then I saw one other thing, and that one
other thing was a huge smile, a luminous
smile, a smile that really almost filled the
room with light. As I looked away from the
smile, I saw a little bible on the other side of
the patient, on a little table on the other
side, and I saw the interpreter who began to
relay this story.

I asked him, “Why do you want to see the
American doctor?”’

He told me that two years ago his wife and
two children had been murdered in the war.

“Yes,” I nodded. That captivating smile, as
he told this story of death in his family,
grew even larger and more friendly, a smile
of caring, a smile of love. Then he said,
through the interpreter, ‘‘Eight days ago I
lost part of my hand and my leg to a land
mine.”

‘“Yes,” I nodded, listening, wondering to
myself: How in the world could anyone who
has lost so much to a war, that is so hard to
understand, still smile? And yet his smile
grew bigger and bigger as he told this story.

Finally, I asked, as any of you would,
“Why? Why are you smiling? How in the
world could you possibly have gone through
this and be smiling and have that smile grow
while I'm there?”’

He said, ‘“‘Number one, because you came
to share with us in the spirit of Jesus of
Nazareth, and second, because you are the
American doctor.”

I have just told you I transplant hearts and
lungs, and people appreciate what our team
does in the spirit of the Lord in transplan-
tation. So I am used to people saying,
‘“You’re the doctor. Thank you for allowing
me to be entered into a new life.”” But I had
never, ever had someone come and say,
“Thank you for being the American doctor.”

I said, “What do you mean?”’

As he lifted up his right arm—again, a big,
old, white bulky bandage—and picked up his
left stump and showed it to me, he said, ‘“Ev-
erything—everything I've lost—meaning my
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family, my leg, my hand—will be worth the
sacrifice if my people can someday have
what you have in America: freedom and lib-
erties, the freedom to be and to worship as
we please.”’

Well, right then—and when Admiral Clark
opens this prayer with the comment of the
beacon that this country represents—it be-
came clear to me that the freedoms and lib-
erties which this nation have come to enjoy
were obviously not bestowed by men; they
have been endowed by our Creator. Our free-
dom is not based on anything that we in gov-
ernment really do but on the inalienable
rights bestowed on us by God.

I have been back to the Sudan and have op-
erated again. The hospital has grown. Unfor-
tunately, the area still continues to be
bombed. I never say that Dinka man again.
He was from the Dinka tribe. But I will al-
ways carry with me that smile. When you
hear Wintley’s words and he talks about the
healing, I think of that smile and those
words.

A Week and a half ago, on the West Front
on the United States Capitol, three miles
from here, where we saw thousands of peo-
ple—very similar to this—sitting out in front
of us, and the Lincoln Memorial and the
beautiful Washington Monument, again, that
smile and those words came back to me as
we observed the swearing-in and the peaceful
transition to this administration, listening
to President George W. Bush, who reminded
us what a gift we had in freedom and lib-
erties under God. He said: ““Once a rock in a
raging sea, it is now a seed upon the wind,
taking root in many nations, an ideal we
carry, but do not own; a trust we bear and
pass along.”’

As we come together for this prayer break-
fast today, and as we leave this room, as we
leave this wonderful city, and many of us
leave this country, while freedom did not
begin in America, we have an obligation to
pass it on.

Mr. President and Mrs. Bush, Mr. Vice
President and Mrs. Cheney, may god con-
tinue to bless you and guide you now and all
the days of your life, as we together, as a na-
tion and as a world, pass it on.

Let me say one other thing—I almost for-
got. What about old John in the operating
Room? Remember when he was in the oper-
ating room, we had the spotlight on him? We
had just said that prayer that a new heart
would be infused with life. The room was si-
lent. It was hushed and all eyes were aimed
expectantly, focused on the motionless heart
sitting in John’s chest. Suddenly, that
heart—very slowly, inert, not moving—began
to quiver, and the quiver began to coarsen
into a stronger ripple. The ripple began to
synchronize into a beat. Then, bang! The
heart jumped and took a strong and powerful
heave and the bold rhythm of life once again
was reborn.

Just another miracle, but it all started
with a gift.

Thank you. God bless you all. (Applause).

Rep. WAMP. Ladies and gentlemen, it is a
high honor and my greatest personal privi-
lege to introduce the 43rd president of the
United States of America, George W. Bush,
and our first lady, Laura Bush. (Cheers, ap-
plause.)

President BUSH. Thank you. Thank you all
very much for that warm welcome. Laura
and I are honored to be here this morning. I
did a pretty good job when it came to pick-
ing my wife, by the way. (Laughter).

President BUSH. She is going to be a fabu-
lous first lady. (Applause.)

Mr. Vice President, it is good to see you
and, of course, your wife, Lynne. I want to
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thank the members of my cabinet who are
here. I appreciate you, Senator Frist, for
your commitment and strong comments, and
Zach, thanks for your introduction, and
thank you both for organizing this impor-
tant event. I want to thank the members of
the House and the Senate who are here. I ap-
preciate the number of foreign dignitaries
who are here. It just goes to show that faith
crosses every border and touches every heart
in every nation.

Every president since the first one I can re-
member, Dwight Eisenhower, has taken part
in this great tradition. It is a privilege for
me to speak where they have spoken and to
pray where they have prayed. All presidents
of the United States have come to the Na-
tional Prayer Breakfast, regardless of their
religious views. No matter what our back-
ground in prayer, we share something uni-
versal—a desire to speak and listen to our
Maker and to know His plan for our lives.

America’s Constitution forbids a religious
test for office, and that is the way it should
be. An American president serves people of
every faith and serves some of no faith at all.
Yet I have found that my faith helps me in
the service to people. Faith teaches humil-
ity. As Laura would say, I could use a dose
occasionally. (Laughter.) The recognition
that we are small in God’s universe, yet pre-
cious in his sight has sustained me in mo-
ments of success and in moments of dis-
appointment. Without it, I would be a dif-
ferent person and, without it, I would I
would be here today.

There are many experiences of faith in this
room, but most of us share a belief that we
are loved and called to love; that our choices
matter, now and forever; that there are pur-
poses deeper than ambition and hopes great-
er than success. These beliefs shape our lives
and help sustain the life of our nation. Men
and women can be good without faith, but
faith is a force of goodness. Men and women
can be compassionate without faith, but
faith often inspires compassion. Human
beings can love without faith, but faith is a
great teach of love.

Our country, from its beginnings, has rec-
ognized the contribution of faith. We do not
impose any religion; we welcome all reli-
gions. We do not prescribe any prayer; we
welcome all prayer. This is the tradition of
our nation, and it will be the standard of my
administration. (Applause.) We will respect
every creed. We will honor the diversity of
our country and the deep convictions of our
people.

There is a good reason why many in our
nation embrace the faith tradition. Through-
out our history, people of faith have often
been our nation’s voice of conscience. The
foes of slavery could appeal to the standard
that all are created equal in the sight of our
Lord. The civil rights movement had the
same conviction on its side, that men and
women bearing God’s image should not be
exploited and set aside and treated as insig-
nificant.

The same impulse, over the years, has re-
formed prisons and mental institutions, hos-
pitals, hospices and homeless shelters. The
Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., said this:
“The church must be reminded that it is not
the master or the servant of the state, but
rather the conscience of the state.”” As in his
case, that sometimes means defying the
times, challenging old ways and old assump-
tions. This influence has made our nation
more just and generous and decent, and our
nation has need of that today.

Faith remains important to the compas-
sion of our nation. Millions of Americans

March 22, 2001

serve their neighbor because they love their
God. Their lives are characterized by kind-
ness and patience and service to others. They
do for others what no government program
can really ever do—they provide love for an-
other human being. They provide hope, even
when hope comes hard.

In my second week in office, we have set
out to promote the work of community and
faith-based charities. We want to encourage
the inspired, to help the helper. Government
cannot be replaced by charities, but it can
welcome them as partners instead of resent-
ing them as rivals. (Applause.)

My administration will put the federal
government squarely on the side of Amer-
ica’s armies of compassion. (Applause.) Our
plan will not favor religious institutions
over non-religious institutions. As president,
I am interested in what is constitutional,
and I am interested in what works. (Ap-
plause.) The days of discriminating against
religious institutions simply because they
are religious must come to an end. (Cheers,
applause.)

Faith is also important to the civility of
our country. It teaches us not merely to tol-
erate one another, but to respect one an-
other; to show a regard for different views
and the courtesy to listen. This is essential
to democracy. It is also the proper way to
treat human beings created in the divine
image.

We will have our disagreements. Civility
does not require us to abandon deeply-held
beliefs. Civility does not demand casual
creeds and colorless convictions. Americans
have always believed that civility and firm
resolve could live easily with one another.
But civility does mean that our public de-
bate ought to be free from bitterness and
anger and rancor and ill-will. (Applause.)

We will have an obligation to make our
case, not to demonize our opponents. (Ap-
plause.) As the book of James reminds us,
“Fresh water and salt water cannot flow
from the same spring.” I am under no illu-
sion that civility will triumph in this city
all at once. (Laughter.) Old habits die hard.
(Laughter.) And sometimes they never die at
all. But I can only pledge to you this: that I
will do my very best to promote civility and
ask for the same in return. (Applause.)

These are some of the crucial contribu-
tions of faith to our nation—justice and com-
passion and a civil and generous society. I
thank you all here for displaying these val-
ues and defending them here in America and
across the world. You strengthen the ties of
friendship and the ties of nation. And I deep-
ly appreciate your work.

I believe in the power of prayer. It has been
said I would rather stand against the can-
nons of the wicked than against the prayers
of the righteous. The prayers of a friend are
one of life’s most gracious gifts. My family
and I are blessed by the prayers of countless
Americans. Over the last several months
Laura and I have been touched by the num-
ber of people who come up and say, ‘‘We pray
for you’’—such comforting words. I hope
Americans will continue to pray that every-
one in my administration finds wisdom and
always remembers the common good.

When President Harry Truman took office
in 1945 he said this: ‘““At this moment I have
in my heart a prayer. I ask only to be a good
and faithful servant of my Lord and my peo-
ple.” This has been the prayer of many presi-
dents, and it is mine today. God bless. (Ap-
plause.)

Rep. WAMP. Thank you, Mr. President.

Our closing prayer will be given by a civil
rights leader at home and abroad; former
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member of Congress; former mayor of At-
lanta, Georgia; former ambassador to the
United Nations. Please welcome the Honor-
able Andrew Young. (Applause.)

ANDREW YOUNG. Mr. President, for 49 years
the people of the Congress of this city and
our nation have gathered at this time to
rally around God’s elected, anointed, ap-
pointed leadership in hope and in prayer that
somehow, through us, God’s will will be
done.

May we pray. Oh, Lord, Thou art our fa-
ther. We are the clay, and Thou art the pot-
ter. We are all the work of Thy hand. Be not
exceedingly angry, oh Lord, and remember
our iniquity forever. Behold, consider—we
are all Thy people. You have blessed us far
beyond our deserving. You have shared with
us the abundant life of this planet Earth.
You have worked through our ancestors and
forebears and brought to this continent some
of the best of the ideas and the hopes and
dreams of this planet.

Indeed, we are those to whom much has
been given, and we realize that of us is much
required. You have brought us as a nation
through many dangerous toils and snares,
and we have survived only through faith and
your amazing grace.

As we embark on a new century, with new
leadership, we give particular thanks, and we
ask Thy particular blessing and mercy on
George and Laura Bush. You have been
working a long time on them, Father; you
started back in the Senate with Old Man
Prescott, and you came on through with
George Herbert Walker Bush and Barbara,
and blessed our nation with their leadership.
And from their family, you have created a
legacy of love, a legacy of mercy, a legacy of
compassion, a legacy of peace, prosperity
and justice. These we see not as their
achievements so much as Your blessings.

We ask that as they embark upon the
whirlwind which is our history, that You
may strengthen them and guide them; sur-
round them—the Cabinet, the Congress, the
governors, the mayors, the ambassadors, the
business leaders, all who are brought to-
gether in this creative time, which indeed is
Your time—surround us with the guidance
and love and strength of Your angels. Keep
us always mindful of the presence of Your
son.

Bow us daily on our knees together as we
break bread and as we serve Thy holy name,
to see to it that all of your children every-
where might share in the freedom, the bless-
ing, the abundant life of grace and mercy
that we so readily take for granted in these
United States. Grant us wisdom, grant us
courage for the living and serving of these
days. In Jesus’ name, amen.

(Applause.)

Rep. WAMP. Our closing song was not writ-
ten by Senator Orrin Hatch, but it will be
performed by Wintley Phipps. Welcome him
back, please. Wintley. (Applause.)

(Song, “It Is Well With My Soul”’, is per-
formed by Wintley Phipps.)

Rep. WaMP. I would ask the audience to
please remain in place while President Bush
and our first lady, and the Vice President
and Mrs. Cheney leave the stage.

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause.)

——————

ADDRESSING MONETARY
PROBLEMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the markets
today are reeling. The financial mar-
kets are indeed in big trouble. This
could mean a couple of things to all of
us. First, it could mean economic hard-
ship for many of our citizens. It also
could mean that our budget figures will
be completely changed here in the not-
too-distant future, and we should be
paying attention.

Some people claim that they are not
quite sure why markets go up and all
of a sudden crash; and others say if
only Alan Greenspan would just print
more money, inflate the currency fast-
er, lower the interest rates, all would
be well. But I do not think it is that
simple.

It is very clear that we have these
cycles and these booms coming from a
monetary system that is pure fiat. Fiat
money means that the money is cre-
ated out of thin air, and the char-
acteristic of a fiat monetary system is
that you have overspeculation, you
have stock market booms, you have
stock market crashes, and you have a
business cycle. This comes from the
mismanagement of money, mainly be-
cause man, in his efforts to plan, to
have economic central planning
through monetary policy, is incapable
of providing the information necessary
that a free market is supposed to have.

Only a free market can tell us what
interest rates should be or what the
money supply should be. But we have
become dependent on a Federal Re-
serve system that pretends to know all
these things, and we have allowed Alan
Greenspan to believe that he can regu-
late the entire economy as well as the
stock market by the Open Market
Committee.

Inflation is nothing more than the
creation of new money out of thin air.
Sometimes it raises prices in certain
areas, and other times in other places.
But the whole principle of fiat money
is when you create new money, you de-
value/lower the value of the dollar.

This is what is happening. Right now
we are increasing the money supply as
measured by MZM at the rate of 20 per-
cent per year. This means that, ulti-
mately, that dollar that we use to pur-
chase goods and services will go down
in value. And yet the only thing that
we hear about is the cry to the Federal
Reserve, just print more money, faster,
because that will save us all. It will
raise the stock market; it will make
sure that the economy does not go
down and go into a downturn.

This is not the case. Ultimately what
we have to have is monetary reform,
currency reform. We have to have a
time when once again we have money
that cannot be created out of thin air.
We have to have money of value, some-
thing that governments and politicians
cannot create out of thin air. Unless we
address that, we are going to continue
with these problems.

This can be very serious. Just in the
last year there has been $4 trillion of
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value lost in the stock market. Of
course, it was artificially high, and
now it is going to be artificially low,
and these sudden changes reflect the
disequilibrium built into the system
once we have a monetary system of
this sort.

In 1996, the chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board talked about the exu-
berance, the irrational exuberance in
the stock market; and yet I think he
knew, I certainly knew, and others
knew, that there was irrational exu-
berance, because even at that time we
were printing money like crazy. There
was overspeculation.

If he had been seriously concerned
about the exuberance getting out of
control in 1996, he might have consid-
ered not inflating the currency quite so
rapidly, not devaluing the money quite
so rapidly. But what has he done since
that time? The Federal Reserve has lit-
erally created $2.3 trillion of new
money since 1996, further creating a
bigger bubble, which eventually had to
collapse, and that is what we are in the
midst of. It can be tough. It is going to
be tough for a lot of people. We can
have this economic downturn, and this
means jobs and a standard of living
that will be threatened.

This type of a monetary system also
encourages us to do things unwisely.
When interest rates are lower than
they are supposed to be, we borrow
more money and we do not save as
much money, so savings has a negative
rate. Yet people are way in debt, busi-
ness people are in debt, and then busi-
ness people are actually encouraged to
do things that are not wise. They over-
build; they build into the system over-
capacity and mal-investment which
eventually has to be cleansed out of
the system.

So this mantra of saying all we need
is more inflation will not work. Infla-
tion caused the problem. The inflation
of the monetary system is the problem.
To believe that all we need is more in-
flation to solve the problem is a serious
error. We need currency reform.

——

THE PRESIDENT’S EDUCATION
INITIATIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, today is a
historic day. We have introduced in the
House H.R. 1, the President’s education
initiative. I am not an initial cospon-
sor, but I am basically supportive of
this legislation and am looking forward
to continuing to work in tweaking it.

Let me raise a couple of points that
were of special concern. First, I think
that the President’s goal of leaving no
children behind is admirable, and he is
trying to develop accountability stand-
ards to make sure we actually know
that no child has been left behind.
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Some of us on the conservative side
of the spectrum have been concerned
about how you hold someone account-
able and how those testing standards
are going to be implemented and
whether this could lead to a monopoly
test that would in effect become a na-
tional test.

We have worked for weeks to try to
clarify this language, and I believe by
having an alternative available to the
States, in addition to their State test,
which is to be primary, in addition to
the protections that we have for home
schools and private schools and public
schools that do not receive, if there are
any, Federal funds, public schools that
do not receive Federal funds, they are
not covered by this. We have tried to
make sure that the tests cannot be re-
leased on any basis without parental
approval, that the language is clear to
parents, that it is posted.

We still have a few things we are con-
tinuing to work through, but there has
been great progress in addressing many
of the conservative concerns about a
national test that we had under the
previous administration.
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A second area of discussion has been
the safe and drug-free schools. I believe
that this prevention program, the only
prevention program oriented directly
at school-age children, needs to pre-
serve its separate funding stream. The
President of the United States supports
this, the United States Senate supports
this, and I believe that the House
should support this as well.

It is not a separate funding stream in
this bill, although all of the changes
that we had suggested and worked
within drug-free schools to make it a
more effective program are in this bill.
We worked hard in the last session of
Congress to try to improve that pro-
gram. I believe we made great progress.
I believe that an amendment that I and
others will offer in the committee will
address the funding stream question
and probably pass very easily and, if
not, it will be addressed in the appro-
priations bill, as it has been in the
past.

Because we cannot talk about aid to
Colombia and the Andean region that
is line item and specific, it is not block
granted. We cannot talk about anti-
drug efforts in the Justice Department
that are not block granted but line-
itemed and then say, with prevention
and treatment we are going to block
grant it with other programs. We need
to have drug-free prevention programs
in this country that are effective, and
I think most Members of Congress, if
not the overwhelming majority, quite
possibly unanimously, would favor that
position.

The third area is that the education
bill is the first actual piece of legisla-
tion that also addresses the charitable-
choice question. We worked this
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through committee last year in ESEA
and it is in the 21st century. It is not
a part of a school day, it has to deal
with after-school programs. Those who
want to get copies of this bill, in the
language we can see language that we
worked through that is tighter than
the language on the welfare bill, tight-
er than the language on drug treat-
ment, because in these programs, stu-
dents do not have a choice, there is
just one after-school program in their
area.

So we have said that not only can
government funds not be used to pros-
elytize, but private funds cannot be
used for proselytization either during
the period that government funds are
in it. Because when we have a choice
and we can do to different programs, no
government funds can ever be used for
proselytization, but private funds could
be. But when there is only one choice
available to students, we have to be
even more protective of religious lib-
erty. I believe that we will see in the
21st century a model of how charitable
choice can work in those areas which is
slightly different than how it will work
in other bills.

So today’s H.R. 1 is historic because
not only is it the first big step in Presi-
dent Bush’s ‘“‘Leave No Child Behind”
in education, it is also the real first
step of actual legislation introduced
with specifics on charitable choice.

———

EDUCATION IN AMERICA TODAY
MEANS A CRUSADE FOR OPPOR-
TUNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FERGUSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we might
call today kind of opportunity day,
since today is the day that the Repub-
lican majority introduced their bill on
education reform that has been long
awaited. The bill introduced by the Re-
publican majority is the administra-
tion’s bill. We have all waited for this
great education initiative which re-
sponds to the fact that the American
people have, over the last 5 years, con-
sistently said that education is a pri-
ority; they would like to see govern-
ment do more in the area of education.
They would like to see every level of
government, but they particularly
would like to see the Federal Govern-
ment, do more to help improve edu-
cation. So the Republican bill was in-
troduced today. I have not seen the de-
tails of the bill, but we, of course, have
had for several weeks the outline that
the administration issued very early
this year. That outline talks about fo-
cusing on failing schools and targeting
Federal resources so that most of the
Federal resources go to the most dis-
advantaged students in these failing
schools.
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Now that was introduced formally as
a bill today. At the same time, we in-
troduced a 21st century higher edu-
cation initiative today from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle. The Democratic
Caucus, under the leadership of the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT) and the ranking member on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER), we have fashioned
a bill which we call the 21st Century
Higher Education Initiative. And that
bill was discussed at great length today
at a press conference.

We held a press conference today and
we talked about the bill today, in par-
ticular, because today is the 2nd day of
a very important conference being held
here in the City of Washington, D.C.,
the National Association for Equal Op-
portunity, NAEO, which represents
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities, predominantly black colleges
and universities, and is holding their
annual conference this weekend. It will
go on until this Friday.

Mr. Speaker, among the colleges rep-
resented by NAEO are 118 Historically
Black Colleges and Universities, and
those institutions have been the sub-
ject of some controversy over the last
few weeks in that the Committee on
Education and the Workforce where 1
serve as a member chose to place all
minority colleges, both the three cat-
egories of Historically Black Colleges
and Universities, Hispanic-serving in-
stitutions, and the tribally controlled
colleges were all placed in a sub-
committee away from the core of the
higher education concerns. We have re-
solved that dispute. And I do not want
to go into it in any great detail, but I
think it is relevant, because as we
focus today on the introduction of the
administration’s education reform bill
and the introduction of the democratic
initiative called the 21st Century High-
er Education Initiative, it is important
to place in perspective the role that
those institutions can play. They can
play a great role in education reform.

Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities are only a tiny part of the
larger constellation of higher edu-
cation institutions in America. There
must be about 3,000, more than 3,000
overall higher education institutions in
America, and the 118 Historically
Black Colleges and Universities con-
stitute a very tiny segment of that
constellation. Even if we add the His-
panic-serving institutions which are
defined as institutions which have at
least 25 percent of their student body
as Hispanics, and we have the tribally
controlled colleges, which are the col-
leges which serve native Americans, we
still have a relatively small number of
institutions, minority-focused institu-
tions in the larger constellation of
higher education institutions.

Of course, most of the African Ameri-
cans now in America are attending col-
leges that are not Historically Black
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Colleges and Universities. Larger num-
bers are out there in the various State
universities and the private colleges
because discrimination, which is the
reason the Historically Black Colleges
and Universities were created, has
greatly lessened. In fact, that kind of
blatant discrimination which cut off
opportunities completely from African-
American students has ceased. That is
not the problem anymore.

The reason these institutions are im-
portant and should continue to exist is
because they do have a special mission.
Whereas the mission before was to
serve those that could get no decent
service anywhere else, or those that
needed particular kinds of nurturing,
the purpose, the mission still remains.
They do not need nurturing because
they cannot get into other colleges and
universities as a result of racial dis-
crimination, no, that is not the prob-
lem; they need nurturing because large
numbers of these students are poor.
Large numbers of these students need
opportunity. They have backgrounds
that did not prepare them as well as
they should have been prepared for
other institutions, and they need the
nurturing and the guidance and the
counseling and the special focus of con-
cern that they may receive in minor-
ity-serving institutions.

So the opportunity is where we
should be focused now. We ought to
look upon ourselves as being a society
which is engaged in a crusade for op-
portunity, a crusade for opportunity.
We have had a lot of debates and we
will continue to have debates about
race and the role that race plays in
terms of opportunity and opening doors
and allowing people to fully develop
themselves. That debate will still go
on. However, we could minimize that
debate, or almost make it irrelevant, if
we focus on opportunity and say, re-
gardless of what one’s race or color or
creed, we want to maximize in this so-
ciety the amount of opportunity that
we have. We want to maximize oppor-
tunity for all individuals because it is
good and in harmony with our Con-
stitution and our Declaration of Inde-
pendence. For the right to pursue hap-
piness, the implication is that we will
not only guarantee the right to pursue
happiness, but we will encourage the
conditions to pursue happiness, and
one of the conditions of the pursuit of
happiness is that one has to have the
opportunity to develop and be able to,
first of all, survive by earning a living,
and secondly, to earn enough to be able
to improve quality of life.

So if we rally under the flag of oppor-
tunity, then we will solve a lot of prob-
lems, avoid a lot of controversies, and
we could carry this administration,
this next 2 years of the 107th Congress,
carry it forward nobly into a set of bi-
partisan activities that would do us all
proud. It would be very uplifting for
the entire country, it would certainly
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stoke the spirits of the Members of
Congress if we could really tackle the
education issue and come out of it with
a bipartisan bill and bipartisan pro-
gram that carries our Nation forward
educationally. That would be highly
desirable.

So the introduction of these two
pieces of legislation related to edu-
cation is a good jump-off point. We are
more serious about it now. Let me just
backtrack and say that whereas the ad-
ministration introduced their bill
today for education reform, we had al-
ready as Democrats introduced a bill
earlier.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
MILLER), the ranking Democrat on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and the rest of the Demo-
cratic members on the committee, in-
troduced a bill which would accomplish
the same kind of education reform
which the Republican majority bill in-
troduced today is proposing to accom-
plish. Our bill, we should note, did not
hesitate to make resources available.
We are talking about $105 billion over a
b5-year period in the legislation that the
Democrats introduced, which is going
to be one of those major differences be-
tween the administration’s bill and the
administration’s approach and the
Democratic minority’s approach.

We must approach the opportunity
ethic and the opportunity crusade that
is needed to bring the country to the
point where we want to bring it where
every citizen can be educated, has a
maximum opportunity to be educated,
can make their own contribution to
our society in an era of great global
competitiveness; every citizen can
carry their own weight; every citizen
can help us maintain our leadership
economically, militarily because they
are educated and the requirements of
this particular complex society are
that one has a maximum number of
educated people.

Mr. Speaker, nothing is more impor-
tant no greater resource can any Na-
tion have than to have an educated
populace. But as we approach the pro-
vision of opportunity for all, we cannot
leave out certain areas that are di-
rectly impacting upon that oppor-
tunity. It is not by accident that the
education function, the jurisdiction for
education programs is also coupled
with the jurisdiction for all programs
related to working families and the
workplace and the acquisition of in-
come. The Committee on Education
and the Workforce used to be called,
was called for a long time, most of the
history of this Congress, the Education
and Labor Committee. It was clearly
understood that education and labor
went together, were inseparable.

One of the things we must do in im-
proving the workforce is to make cer-
tain that they all get a decent edu-
cation. One of the ways we improve the
lives of working families is to make
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certain that they are in a position to
have their children educated without
unnecessary strain. If families have to
pay enormous tuitions, if they have to
move about in search of good schools
regardless of other kinds of factors
that may exist in the economy, then
they are saddled with great hardship
that should not be.

So we must be concerned as we look
at an approach which would maximize
opportunity with the total set of condi-
tions that are in our economy and soci-
ety that government has an impact on.
Government has a duty, government
has the authority, government has the
responsibility to create an atmosphere
where the pursuit of happiness is a pos-
sibility.
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They have the responsibility to cre-
ate an atmosphere where the pursuit of
happiness is a possibility, where the
pursuit of an education is a possibility,
where the ability of families and indi-
viduals in those families to take ad-
vantage of opportunities that are pro-
vided for education are increased.

This increase is greatly facilitated if
the income of the families improve.
The best way to help poor people, the
best way to help poor families is to
make sure the amount of money that
they have is increased. There are a
number of ways that have been pro-
posed in terms of fighting poverty, but
the best way to fight poverty is to get
some more dollars into the hands of
working families so that they can
spend those dollars in a way to help
them pursue happiness and to pursue
opportunity.

We cannot have an education policy,
we cannot go forward with the edu-
cational reform and totally ignore the
conditions under which the large ma-
jority of the people we are targeting
live and work.

President Bush is targeting his pro-
gram to innercity communities, rural
communities, places where there are
disadvantaged children, places where
there are failing schools. The correla-
tion between poverty and disadvan-
taged children and failing is very clear.
That correlation with poverty is very
clear.

Failing, poverty and disadvantaged
go together. We have recognized this
for quite a while in our legislation. We
have a Title I program, which is a pri-
mary program which serves poor stu-
dents; and Title I is based upon a laser
beam being focused on the poorest
areas and attempting to provide Fed-
eral aid in the areas where the poorest
students attend schools.

We are identifying those poor stu-
dents with another Federal program,
students who are eligible to receive
free lunches. Free lunches are provided
by the Department of Agriculture. It is
under the auspices of the United States
Department of Agriculture, a Federal
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program that has a longstanding his-
tory of success.

So we identify the worthy recipients
of our education funds by those who
qualify for the free lunch programs.
Poverty and the need to provide oppor-
tunity enhanced by Federal dollars is
closely correlated. There is no argu-
ment about this. Everybody concedes
that there is a close correlation be-
tween poverty and lack of opportunity,
poverty and disadvantaged status. So
let us, as we address the education
issue, look at the larger education
workforce issues.

Look at the fact that we have not
passed an increase in the minimum
wage. The 106th Congress got close to
it at one point, but we did not bring it
to the floor. There was no increase in
the minimum wage, even a minimum
increase in the minimum wage. I do
call it a minimum increase, because all
we were proposing was a 50 cent in-
crease in the minimum wage per year
over a 2-year period. That would have
brought the minimum wage up to 6.15
from the 5.15, and we did not do that.
The minimum wage at this point is at
the level of 5.15 per hour.

There are some other mechanisms
that relate to the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act and other responsibilities
under the Department of Labor related
to improving income which also have
not been activated. Most people do not
know or understand the regulations re-
lated to the H-2A program, H-2A tem-
porary foreign agricultural worker pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, the H-2A foreign agri-
cultural worker program is a com-
plicated program designed to stop ille-
gal immigration into the country, ex-
ploitation of immigrants, and that has
worked in many ways in terms of an
orderly flow of immigrants into the
country into the farm areas where
large numbers of farm workers were
needed.

One of the provisions in that legisla-
tion and one of the provisions pres-
ently existing in the law is a require-
ment that a survey be made of the pre-
vailing wages in the area, something
similar to Davis-Bacon for construc-
tion, across this country. But in order
not to undercut farm laborers who al-
ready are in the country, citizens of
the Nation who are working in the
farm areas, farm workers who are not
immigrants, in order not to undercut
them, this law requires that there be a
survey made of the area, and you reach
some kind of level of identifying a pre-
vailing wage for farm area workers.

All of the temporary foreign agricul-
tural worker programs must then pay
that wage. It varies from one area to
another. But sometimes there is a con-
siderable amount of substance between
what the farm area workers are earn-
ing and what the imported immigrants
are paid. But, by law, they must pay
this wage that is established as a result
of the survey.
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We were deeply concerned with the
fact that each year they issued the ta-
bles and they published the statistics
and the determinations of what this
wage rate should be and, as a result of
that publication, the workers in those
areas are eligible for, and should be
paid, according to the new calcula-
tions, the new wage rates.

We were concerned that this is a rou-
tine matter, a ministerial function of
the Department of Labor. It does not
take much to get out a letter which
says that the survey has been con-
ducted, State-by-State. Here are the
figures, and here is the table for this
year.

Mr. Speaker, that has been done pret-
ty routinely in the past, and we were
shocked to find that it did not happen
with this new administration.

We wrote to the Department of Labor
Secretary, Secretary of Labor Elaine
L. Chao, in February of this year, Feb-
ruary 28, because usually very early in
February these tables for the new wage
rates are issued. They were not issued.

We wrote a letter to her, and I am
going to read that letter and enter it
into the RECORD, so that you will see
what the problem is.

What are we talking about? We are
talking about income for people at the
very bottom of the scale, income for
migrant farm workers. But more im-
portantly are, or just as important as
the income of these workers, is the
standard that is upheld. You do not un-
dercut the farmer workers who are al-
ready there.

Though farm workers who are al-
ready working, making very low wages,
should not have their wages undercut
by immigrant farmer workers who
come in and are paid less are exploited.
That is the reason why we insist that
there be a survey made, an establish-
ment of a prevailing wage. And once
the prevailing wage is established, you
must pay the immigrant workers at
that level so you do not undercut the
labor standards and the labor standard
of living of the workers in that area.

So we wrote to Secretary Chao, ‘“We
are deeply concerned that the Depart-
ment of Labor has not performed the
simple annual clerical duty, as re-
quired under current regulation, to
publish in the Federal Register the ad-
verse effect wage rates applicable to
farm workers and employers under the
H-2A temporary foreign agriculture
foreign worker program. Ordinarily,
the wage rates are issued in early to
mid-February; however, the wage rates
have not been issued yet.

“Department of Labor’s responsi-
bility in issuing the wage rates is min-
isterial. The Department of Labor
merely publishes the State-by-State
results of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture’s regional surveys of the aver-
age hourly wage rates for field and
livestock workers. This information
has already been given to the Depart-
ment of Labor.”
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They had the information that was
empowered from the surveys.

Continuing to read in the letter to
Secretary Elaine Chao dated February
28, ‘‘Failure to publish the new wage
rates in the Federal Register appar-
ently means that they will not take ef-
fect. Consequently, employers can pay
farm workers last year’s adverse effect
wage rates, most of which are signifi-
cantly lower than they would be if the
new wage rates were published.

“Although many farm workers are
affected by the H-2A program have not
yet begun their seasons, in Florida, for
example, there are ongoing seasons and
there are H-2A companies operating at
this time of the year. Florida’s H-2A
AEWR was $7.25 per hour for the year
2000.”

This year it is supposed to be in-
creased to $7.66 an hour, and it has not
taken effect. They also give an exam-
ple for Georgia.

Continuing in the letter to Elaine
Chao, ‘“The DOL, the Department of
Labor, cites the moratorium on regula-
tions as the reason for its failure to
publish. This is absurd, since the DOL’s
act of publishing in the Federal Reg-
ister the survey results’ would be real-
ly of publishing the survey results
which ‘‘already obtained from the
USDA would not be a new regulation.
The current regulation, issued in 1987,
directs DOL to publish these wage
rates in a timely manner and the fail-
ure to do so violates the regulation.

“We strongly urge you to take
prompt action to publish the adverse
effect wage rates under the H-2A pro-
gram in order to carry out the Depart-
ment’s obligation to protect U.S. farm
workers and foreign workers from
being subjected to wage rates that un-
dermine labor standards in American
agriculture.

‘“‘Please let us know when we can ex-
pect DOL to carry out its obligations
under the law.”

This letter is signed by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. BERMAN).

Mr. Speaker, I want to include for
the RECORD the letter to Elaine Chao
as aforementioned:

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

Washington, DC, February 28, 2001.
Hon. ELAINE L. CHAO,
Secretary of Labor, Department of Labor, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY CHAO: We are deeply con-
cerned that the Department of Labor (DOL)
has not performed the simple annual clerical
duty, as required under current regulation
(20 CFR 655.107), to publish in the Federal
Register the adverse effect wage rates appli-
cable to farmworkers and employers under
the H-2A temporary foreign agricultural
worker program. Ordinarily, the wage rates
are issued in early to mid-February; how-
ever, the wage rates have not been issued
yet.
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DOL’s responsibility in issuing the wage
rates is ministerial. The Department of
Labor merely publishes the state-by-state re-
sults of the US Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) regional surveys of the average
hourly wage rates for field and livestock
workers (combined). This information has al-
ready been given to DOL.

Failure to publish the new wage rates in
the Federal Register apparently means that
they will not take effect. Consequently, em-
ployers can pay farmworkers last year’s ad-
verse effect wage rates, most of which are
significantly lower than they would be if the
new wage rates were published.

Although many farmworkers affected by
the H-2A program have not yet begun their
seasons, in Florida for example, there are on-
going seasons and there are H-2A companies
operating at this time of the year. Florida’s
H-2A AEWR was $7.25 per hour for the year
2000. The Florida AEWR is supposed to in-
crease to $7.66 per hour for 2001. In Georgia,
where most work has not started yet, the H-
2A AEWR is supposed to increase by 11 cents
per hour to $6.83. These changes may be
small but they are extremely important to
the farmworkers who earn these low wage
rates.

The DOL cites the moratorium on regula-
tions as the reason for its failure to publish.
This is absurd, since the DOL’s act of pub-
lishing in the Federal Register the survey re-
sults already obtained from the USDA would
not be a new regulation. The current regula-
tion, issued in 1987, directs DOL to publish
these wage rates in a timely manner and the
failure to do so violates the regulation.

We strongly urge you to take prompt ac-
tion to publish the adverse effect wage rates
under the H-2A program in order to carry
out the Department’s obligation to protect
U.S. farm workers and foreign workers from
being subjected to wage rates that under-
mine labor standards in American agri-
culture.

Please let us know when we can expect
DOL to carry out its obligations under the
law.

Sincerely,
GEORGE MILLER.
MAJOR OWENS.
HOWARD L. BERMAN.

Mr. Speaker, the response from Sec-
retary Chao came on March 16.

Dear Congressman Miller, thank you for
your and your colleagues’ letter expressing
concerns regarding the Department’s publi-
cation of the Adverse Effects Wage Rates as
required under the 20 CFR 655.107. I share
your concerns about U.S. farm workers and
U.S. farmers.

Staff have provided me with an initial
briefing on the issues surrounding the
AEWR. As a result, I have learned that con-
cerns have been raised about the fairness and
accuracy of the methodology used to com-
pute the AEWR. In keeping with the spirit of
the memorandum from the Assistant to the
President and Chief of Staff entitled, Regu-
latory Review Plan, the announcement of
the 2001 AEWR is delayed for 60 days while I
review the issues in preparation for a deci-
sion.

I have instructed staff to further inves-
tigate the concerns that have been raised
about the methodology used to compute the
rates to assist me in becoming more familiar
with the issue. I will be pleased to advise you
when final action has been taken.

I hope the information above is responsive
to your concern. Sincerely, Secretary Elaine
L. Chao.
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Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the response from Secretary
Chao:

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Washington, March 16, 2001.
Hon. GEORGE MILLER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MILLER: Thank you for
your and your colleagues’ letter expressing
concerns regarding the Department’s publi-
cation of the Adverse Effect Wage Rates
(AEWR) as required under 20 CFR 655.107. I
share your concerns about U.S. farm workers
and U.S. farmers.

Staff have provided me with an initial
briefing on the issues surrounding the
AEWR. As a result, I have learned that con-
cerns have been raised about the fairness and
accuracy of the methodology used to com-
pute the AEWR. In keeping with the spirit of
the memorandum from the Assistant to the
President and Chief of Staff entitled, ‘‘Regu-
latory Review Plan,” the announcement of
the 2001 AEWR is delayed for 60 days while I
review the issues in preparation for a deci-
sion.

I have instructed staff to further inves-
tigate the concerns that have been raised
about the methodology used to compute the
rates to assist me in becoming more familiar
with the issue. I will be pleased to advise you
when final action has been taken.

I hope the information above is responsive
to your concerns.

Sincerely,
ELAINE L. CHAO.

Mr. Speaker, I think that any high
school student and sophomore can see
one of the problems here are the regu-
lations were supposed to be issued in
early February. They were not issued;
and, therefore, we wrote a letter to the
Department of Labor Secretary. And
now she is telling us in March that she
is putting it on hold for 60 days in
order to review it.

The reason given for reviewing that
is that the President’s staff has issued
a statement that there should be no
new regulations until they are re-
viewed. This is not a new regulation.
This is a simple computation that was
mandated by an old regulation. This is
a simple matter of issuing a statement
based on what the law already has dic-
tated should be done so that workers
out there earning minimum wages in
the farm sector will not have to wait
for 60 days from March 16.

She did not really say she has given
herself a deadline. It is a vague 60 days.
Mr. Speaker, March 16 is already 2
months late in issuing these standards,
another 60 days, and it may go on to
June, and a half year will go by.

What does a half year mean to a farm
worker? In the case of New York, the
regulations say that, instead of being
paid 7.68 an hour, as they are now, the
new prevailing wage rates show that
they should be paid 8.17 an hour, close
to 50 cents more for a 40-hour week.
Fifty cents more means that you got
$20 more in your pay. For a whole 6
months, a half year, that is 20 times all
those weeks.

My colleagues might say that still is
chicken feed, chump change, not much
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money, but for a worker who is earning
$7 an hour, that is important money for
his family. Why should we deprive
them of 50 cents an hour because there
is this kind of lethargy and laziness?

Mr. Speaker, I hope there is nothing
more sinister than that in the Depart-
ment of Labor. The Department of
Labor ought to go ahead and issue the
standards. The table is right here. It is
already compiled. It is available for
every State. California moves from
$7.27 an hour to $7.56 an hour, Florida
from $7.25 an hour to $7.60 an hour. On
and on it goes, with increases I think
being as high as 50 cents an hour that
workers would be getting.

0 1530

That is workers who are foreign
workers coming in. It is also workers
who already here would be paid at the
same level. In fact, their payment at
that level is already established. That
is how one arrives at these figures.

So if one cares about opportunity, if
one cares about education at the ele-
mentary, secondary school level, if one
cares about education at the higher
education level, then one of the first
things one wants to do is make certain
that families have decent incomes;
that they are in a position to send
their kids to school with a decent meal
in their stomachs, and that they are
able to support the atmosphere needed,
stable homes for the youngsters when
they return.

One cannot separate out the respon-
sibility of the government to maintain
in this complex society of ours some
kind of justice with respect to wages
and say that one cares about education
and opportunity.

Opportunity has to come with a rec-
ognition that the basic problem in this
Nation is poverty. The basic education
problem is the poverty of the families.
The correlation between poverty and
failing schools, between poverty and
failing students is overwhelming and
clearly established.

I cite workers who are farm workers,
but do not forget the fact I started by
saying we refused to increase the min-
imum wage from $5.15 an hour to $6.15
over a 2-year period. So we are looking
at families in America saying that, you
know, you can wait. The dollar in-
crease that we proposed 2 years ago,
which would raise the salaries by now
to $6.15 an hour are not in motion. Last
year’s Congress did not act on it. It is
not on the agenda for this year.

So are we interested in enhancing op-
portunity for all in America? Forget
about race, color, creed. Let us focus
on a crusade for opportunity. Provide
opportunity for everybody, and that
way we solve a lot of different prob-
lems. In the provision of opportunity,
do not overlook the conditions that
working families live under and the
fact that they have to have decent in-
comes.
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In the area of migrant workers, for
example, for my colleagues’ informa-
tion, there are an estimated 1.6 million
migrant or seasonal farm workers
working in the fields, the orchards, the
greenhouses, the nurseries, and the
ranches of America. But this does not
include those who work in meat-pack-
ing plants and livestock assemblies.

One thing we could say is that we in
Congress are examining requests for
new programs to ensure that agricul-
tural businesses remain in business.
Traditionally, it has been the grains,
soybeans and other capital-intensive
crops that have relied on subsidies and
government assistance.

We taxpayers have paid subsidies for
some of these same crops these farm
workers are gathering. The way we are
doing it now helps to eliminate the
subsidies necessary to be paid by the
government.

The growers of fruits, vegetables, and
other labor-intensive crop growers
have not received subsidies. Produce
growers have benefited from inter-
national trade agreements and Ameri-
cans’ greater interest in eating fruits
and vegetables for health reasons. But
fruit and vegetable growers more and
more are asking for additional govern-
ment assistance.

As we consider expanding assistance
to agricultural businesses in the up-
coming farm bill, we should look at
how those employees in those busi-
nesses are doing. The evidence is that
agriculture workers are not doing well.
In fact, as the fruit and vegetable in-
dustry has expanded its imports dra-
matically, U.S. farm workers have got-
ten poorer.

The National Agricultural Workers
Survey of the Department of Labor
profiles characteristics of crop workers
and their jobs. This is Report Number 8
in a series of publications based on the
findings of the National Agricultural
Worker Survey, a nationwide random
survey on the demographic and em-
ployment characteristics of hired crop
workers.

This report, like those before it, finds
that several long-standing trends char-
acterizing the farm-labor work force
and the farm-labor market are con-
tinuing. It finds that farm-worker
wages have stagnated, annual earnings
remain below the poverty level, farm
workers experience chronic under-
employment, and that the farm work
force increasingly consists of young
single males who are recent immi-
grants.

Their findings of low wages, under-
employment and low annual incomes of
U.S. crop workers are indicative of a
national oversupply of farm labor. Low
annual income, in turn, most likely
contributes to the instability that
characterizes the agricultural Ilabor
market, as farm workers seek jobs pay-
ing higher wages and offering more
hours of work.
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Over the period of the 1990s, with a
strong economy and greater, increas-
ingly widespread prosperity, farm-
worker wages have still lost ground
relative to those workers in private,
nonfarm jobs. Since 1989, the average
nominal hourly wage of farm workers
has risen by only 18 percent, about one-
half of the 32 percent increase for non-
agricultural farm workers.

Adjusted for inflation, the real hour-
ly wage of farm workers has dropped
from $6.89 to $6.18. If just for the fact
that the cost of doing business in this
society has gone up, farm workers are
really going backwards in terms of
their minimum wage.

Consequently, farm workers have
lost 11 percent of their purchasing
power over the last decade. For the
past decade, the median income of indi-
vidual farm workers has remained less
than $7,500 per year while that of farm-
worker families has remained less than
$10,000 a year. A farm-worker family,
four people have to live on $10,000 per
year.

The majority of the farm workers
had incomes below the poverty level in
America. Despite the fact that the rel-
ative poverty of farm workers and
their families has grown, their use of
social services remains low; and for
some programs, their use of social serv-
ices has even declined.

In 1997, 1998, most farm workers,
about 60 percent, held only one farm
job per year. The majority had learned
about their current job through infor-
mal means, such as through a friend, a
relative or a workmate. On average,
farm workers were employed in agri-
culture for less than half a year. Even
in July, when demand for farm labor
peaks in many parts of the country,
just over half of the total farm-labor
work force held agriculture jobs. On
average, farm workers supplemented
their agricultural earnings with 5
weeks of nonfarm employment.

The number of weeks this work force
is employed each year in farm and non-
farm jobs in the U.S. has been declin-
ing.

In every way, these people on the
very bottom of the labor wage scale,
have been going backwards. I cite farm
workers only as one example because
they happen to fall under the purview
of the committee where I serve as the
ranking Democrat.

The Subcommittee on Workforce
Protections is responsible for min-
imum wage. The minimum wage of all
workers in America is established by
the Fair Labor Standards Act. The
Fair Labor Standards Act requires ac-
tion by Congress, and Congress failed
in the 106th Congress last year to raise
the minimum wage by a measly $1 over
2 years.

We are now saying that we want to
maximize the opportunity with edu-
cation in our society. We want to real-
ly do something about the reform of el-
ementary and secondary education.
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How can we accomplish reform in el-
ementary and secondary education?
How can we improve opportunity in
higher education when we are acting
with contempt on the very basic issue
of income for American families? One
cannot separate out the issue of edu-
cation from the issue of security and
the nurturing of the family. All of it
must go together.

I started before by saying that today
is a great day, because today we intro-
duced the President’s education initia-
tive in the form of a bill. We always
had his outline before. Now we have a
bill. The President has introduced his
education initiative for elementary
and secondary education.

At the same time, the Democrats in-
troduced a bill called the 21st Century
Higher Education Initiative, where we
are moving to improve higher-edu-
cation opportunities for minorities, the
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities, the tribally controlled col-
leges, and the Hispanic-serving institu-
tions.

I think it is important that it all
happened today. I wanted to take note
of that here and say that, if there is
anything, nothing would be more pleas-
ing to both sides of the aisle than we
should come out of this 107th Congress
with a meaningful education-reform
bill, an education-reform bill that real-
ly carries us forward beyond the rhet-
oric that has been going on for the last
few years.

Everybody talks about education in
the Congress, but very little has been
done about it in the last few years. Ev-
erybody talks about education. The
American people have listed education
as being our number one priority for
the last b years.

But we still have schools out there
which are crumbling. We still need, ac-
cording to the survey done by the Na-
tional Education Association, we need
$320 billion for repairs and moderniza-
tion and the construction of new
schools, new public schools. $320 billion
is needed across the Nation for the
modernization, construction, and re-
pair of schools.

We have been talking about it now
for the last 5 years, but the Federal
Government did not appropriate a sin-
gle penny for construction until the
last session. In the last days of the last
session in December, President Clinton
was able to hold out and finally get an
appropriation of $1.2 billion for school
repairs, a mere $1.2 billion compared to
the need that was established by the
National Education Association, which
says we need, over the next 10 years,
about $320 billion. But at least the 1.2,
it broke the barrier. We had never had,
for the last 50 years, never had Federal
legislation on school construction. We
have broken the barrier. $1.2 billion is
available.

Now the rumor is that the present
administration that has come in re-
fuses to spend the $1.2 billion on school
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repairs. We are going to have to fight
about money that has already been ap-
propriated by the last Congress before
we move on to improve education in
this Congress.

I hope that the rumor and the stated
intentions of administration are not
true as stated. They are refusing to
spend money for school construction.
No improvement of education can go
forward.

I have seen the outline of the Presi-
dent’s bill. They want to focus on
schools that need help most, in the
areas where we have the poorest popu-
lation. There is a correlation there. In
the inner-city communities and in the
rural communities, we have the worst
buildings, the worst physical facilities.

Most children and adults who live in
suburban areas and go to modern up-
to-date schools have no idea what I am
talking about. They cannot envision a
school which has a coal-burning fur-
nace. Still in America, we have
schools, certainly in New York City,
we have schools that are still burning
coal in their furnace.

What does it mean to burn coal in
the school furnace? It means that there
is inevitable pollution that is taking
place day by day. The children are
being subjected each day to unneces-
sary pollutants.

When I first bought a house years
ago, I could not afford anything else, 1
bought a house that had a coal-burning
furnace. The house, we put filters on;
and we did everything possible to mini-
mize the amount of coal dust that cir-
culated in the house.

No matter what precautions one
takes, if one has a coal-burning furnace
in the building, the tiny particles of
coal are going to seep through. If one
has small children, they are going to be
jeopardized because the lungs of small
children are more susceptible. And cer-
tainly, please, do not have a child who
already is disposed to asthma.

The asthma rate in New York City is
very high. We can find the highest
rates of asthma among children in the
areas where we have schools that have
coal-burning furnaces.

The correlation, again, is over-
whelming. So it is hard for most people
to visualize that we have schools that
are still burning coal in their furnace.

I suppose it is also hard to visualize
the fact that, in New York City, most
of the school buildings are more than
50 years old. The life of a brick building
at one time they said is about 50 years.
All of our schools are more than 50
years old just about. Maybe about 15
percent are not that old; but the rest of
them, more than 50 years old. Then
about 25 percent of the schools are al-
most 100 years old. The buildings are
almost 100 years old.

So if one is going to improve edu-
cation, whether one follows the Repub-
lican majority plan or one follows the
Democratic initiative that was intro-
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duced earlier in the year, either one re-
quires that one does something about
the physical condition of the schools.

0O 1545

How do we convince young people we
really care about education if we are
forcing them to attend school in a
building that has a coal-burning fur-
nace? We cannot convince children
that we are interested in really im-
proving education if we are forcing
them to attend school in a school
building that is so overcrowded because
it has so many more pupils than it was
built for.

We have some schools in my district
built for 500 pupils and they now serve
1,100. They are serving 1,100 children in
a building built for 500. More than
twice the number of children that the
building was built for. As a result, the
lunchroom cannot hold all the young-
sters, of course. They have to eat in
three or four cycles. The first cycle in
the school begins at 10 o’clock.

In other words, a certain group of
children, one-third, are told that they
have to eat lunch at 10 o’clock. Now,
they have just had breakfast, but they
have to eat lunch at 10 o’clock. The
other group, the final third, will be eat-
ing late, after 1 o’clock. So they will be
hungry. The first group is being forced
to eat when they are not hungry.

Those kinds of conditions exist in too
many of our schools, where they start
eating lunch early because the cycle
has to be completed for three or four
different cycles because the building is
too small, the cafeteria is too small. It
was not built for those kinds of stu-
dents.

We have situations where we have
trailers, trailers in the school yards.
And this is something that is not com-
mon to big city schools. All over the
country one of the problems with rural
schools is they have a lot of trailers
out there too that were temporary.
Trailers are temporary constructs.
They are not built to last 20 years. One
of my colleagues, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. SANCHEZ), says she
went to visit her old junior high school
that she had attended and the trailers
that were there temporarily when she
was in that junior high school were
still there. And we know that across
the country we have trailers in the
schoolyards and they stay there for-
ever.

Are we going to convince a student
or the teachers that we are serious
about improving education if we do
nothing about these physical condi-
tions that exist at present? If we do
nothing about the fact that large num-
bers of schools do not have trained and
certified teachers, are we going to be
able to convince the youngsters or the
teachers or parents that we seriously
care about schools? So dollars are
going to be necessary in order to fulfill
the rhetoric and the plans and the vi-
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sion statements that have been made
about education.

We also have to recognize the com-
plexities of the situation. Although the
President is focusing and the adminis-
tration bill focuses on elementary and
secondary education, and we are not
scheduled to revise the Higher Edu-
cation Assistance Act until next year,
we must move across all fronts at the
same time. Higher education cannot be
separated from elementary and sec-
ondary education if we want to im-
prove the schools.

After we get past the very serious
problem of physical infrastructure, the
biggest problem that schools have now
is qualified personnel, qualified teach-
ers, teachers who are trained, educated
properly. Teachers who are certified.

In some cases, we have certified
teachers who are teaching subjects
that they are not certified to teach. A
few years ago, in central Brooklyn and
other parts of New York serving most-
ly Hispanic and black students, they
made a survey and they found that
most of the teachers who were teaching
math and science in the junior high
schools had not majored in math and
science in college. They were certified
teachers, but they were certified in
some other area.

Well, that is better than the situa-
tion that existed in a lot of elementary
schools in one segment of my district.
In New York City, the total city is di-
vided up into 32 school districts. One of
the school districts in my congres-
sional district, district 23, year before
last had a situation where one-half of
their teachers were substitute teachers
all year long. They were not certified,
and they were not regular. So the stu-
dents in that district were constantly
being subjected to changing teachers
every day. One-half of them were in
that kind of situation.

Is it any wonder that there was a
drop in the reading level scores in that
district, or that for years that district
has had the notoriety of being on the
very bottom for the whole 32 school
districts in the city? They have gone
up in the last couple of years as a re-
sult of paying attention to this prob-
lem and many others. But the problem
of certified teachers is a problem that
we must tackle head on. We will have
no improvement in education unless
the teachers and administrators and
principals are all well trained.

An initiative in higher education,
colleges and universities, allows us to
train teachers, to get those certified
teachers into the classrooms, to im-
prove the supply of teachers, and to be
able to meet the number one require-
ment of education improvement. For
that reason, I am proud of the fact
that, along with my Democratic col-
leagues, we introduced an initiative
today which relates to higher edu-
cation, and we expect that to have an
impact on education in general.
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With great pleasure, I join my Demo-
cratic colleagues today to introduce
the 21st Century Higher Education Ini-
tiative. Since 1837, Historically Black
Colleges and Universities have played a
vital role in producing this Nation’s
most influential African-American
leaders; people such as Martin Luther
King, Jr., Thurgood Marshall, Oprah
Winfrey, Barbara Jordan, and Langston
Hughes, all graduates of Historically
Black Colleges and Universities, and
they have inspired a generation of
young people of all races.

Today, the Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities, and other mi-
nority-serving institutions, are con-
tinuing to produce highly qualified stu-
dents that fill key positions in the pub-
lic and private sector. For instance,
the Historically Black Colleges and
Universities are now responsible for
producing 28 percent of all bachelor’s
degrees and 15 percent of all master’s
degrees earned by African Americans.
While these numbers are encouraging,
more must be done to ensure that mi-
nority students are not locked out of
the higher education debate.

The 21st Century Higher Education
Initiative more than doubles funding
for title III and title V and increases
the maximum Pell Grant award from
$3,750 to $7,000 over a 3-year-period. In-
creasing funding for title III and title
V will close the funding gap between
minority- and nonminority-serving in-
stitutions. Increasing the maximum
Pell Grant award will make the burden
of paying for college easier for poor mi-
nority students who cannot afford to
attend college.
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The 21st Century Education Initia-
tive also includes dramatic increases
for supplemental equal opportunity
grants and Federal work study by in-
creasing each program by $300 million
over the next 3 years. Both programs
play a critical role in the lives of stu-
dents who are often the first person in
their family to attend college.

Also included are increases for TRIO
and GEAR-UP, which encourage mi-
nority students from underserved com-
munities to attend college. TRIO and
GEAR-UP have a long track record of
preparing minority students for college
through academic enrichment and
mentorship activities.

The bill also includes funding to pre-
serve buildings on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places by authorizing
$60 million a year for facilities most in
need of repair on the campuses of His-
torically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities.

In addition, the bill addresses the
critical needs for qualified minority
teachers by authorizing $30 million for
a new program that will strengthen
teacher preparation programs at mi-
nority-serving institutions. The 21st
Century Higher Education Initiative
also takes into account reports from
the National Telecommunications &
Information Administration and the
Benton Foundation regarding the Dig-
ital Divide. The initiative would create
a $250 million program based on pro-
posals by Senator CLELAND and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. TOWNS)
that will provide equipment, wire cam-
puses, and train students for careers in
technology.
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Providing increased funding for tech-
nology at HBCUs will ensure that
young African-American students are
given every opportunity to compete on
a level playing field.

In closing, the Democratic party has
sent a clear signal to Members of the
House and the Senate, educating mi-
nority students from underserved com-
munities is at the top of our agenda.
We look forward to working with our
colleagues from across the aisle and
the administration in passing legisla-
tion that ‘‘leaves no child behind.”

Increasing funding for HBCUs, HSIs,
and TCCs will not only benefit the mi-
nority community but provide our Na-
tion with experienced and talented
young people who are prepared to com-
pete in today’s global workforce.

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
suggesting that we bring it all to-
gether. Let us make this year of 2001
the first year of the 107th Congress, the
first year of a new administration, a
year where we achieve one out-
standing, glowing, bipartisan accom-
plishment, and that is the improve-
ment of education in America.

And as we improve education in
America, let us also understand that a
part of that requires that we improve
opportunities for working families,
starting with improving their wages
and income.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a chart of wages; a Comparison
of H-2A Adverse Effect Wage Rates.

COMPARISON OF H—2A ADVERSE EFFECT WAGE RATES 1997-2000

State

1997 1998 1999 2000 20011

Alabama $5.92 $6.30 $6.30 $6.72 $6.83
Arizona 5.82 6.08 6.42 6.74 6.71
Arkansas 5.70 5.98 6.21 6.50 6.69
California 6.53 6.87 1.23 1.21 71.56
Colorado 6.09 6.39 6.73 7.04 743
Connecticut 6.71 6.84 718 7.68 8.17
Delaware 6.26 6.33 6.84 7.04 1.31
Florida 6.36 6.77 7.13 1.25 7.66
Georgia 5.92 6.30 6.30 6.72 6.83
Hawaii 8.62 8.83 8.97 9.38 9.05
Idaho 6.01 6.54 6.48 6.79 1.26
lllinois 6.66 7.18 7.53 71.62 8.09
Indiana 6.66 718 7.53 7.62 8.09
lowa 6.22 6.86 1.17 1.76 7.84
Kansas 6.55 7.01 7.12 749 7.81
Kentucky 5.68 5.92 6.28 6.39 6.60
Louisiana 570 5.98 6.21 6.50 6.69
Maine 6.71 6.84 1.18 7.68 817
Maryland 6.26 6.33 6.84 7.04 1.37
M husett: 6.71 6.84 7.18 7.68 817
Michigan 6.56 6.85 1.34 7.65 8.07
Minnesota 6.56 6.85 7.34 7.65 8.07
Mississippi 570 5.98 6.21 6.50 6.69
Missouri 6.22 6.86 7.17 7.76 7.84
Montana 6.01 6.54 6.48 6.79 1.26
Nebraska 6.55 7.01 7.12 749 7.81
Nevada 6.09 6.39 6.73 7.04 743
New Hampshi 6.71 6.84 7.18 7.68 817
New Jersey 6.26 6.33 6.84 7.04 137
New Mexico 5.82 6.08 6.42 6.74 6.71
New York 6.71 6.84 7.18 7.68 817
North Carolina 5.79 6.16 6.54 6.98 7.06
North Dakota 6.55 7.01 1.12 749 7.81
Ohio 6.66 7.18 7.53 7.62 8.09
Oklah 548 5.92 6.25 6.49 6.98
Oregon 6.87 7.08 1.34 7.64 8.14
Pennsylvani 6.26 6.33 6.84 7.04 7.37
Rhode Island 6.71 6.84 7.18 7.68 817
South Carolina 592 6.30 6.30 6.72 6.83
South Dakota 6.55 7.01 7.12 749 7.81
T 5.68 5.92 6.28 6.39 6.60
Texas 548 5.92 6.25 6.49 6.98
Utah 6.09 6.39 6.73 7.04 743
Vermont 6.71 6.48 7.18 7.68 8.
579 6.16 6.98 7

Virginia
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COMPARISON OF H-2A ADVERSE EFFECT WAGE RATES 1997-2000—Continued

State

1997 1998 1999 2000 20011

Washingt 6.87 7.08 1.34 7.64 8.14
West Virginia 5.68 5.92 6.28 6.39 6.60
Wisconsin 6.56 6.85 1.34 7.65 8.07
Wyoming 6.01 6.54 6.48 6.79 71.26

1Not approved by the Department of Labor.

Mr. Speaker, I also include for the
RECORD a statement labeled 21st Cen-
tury Higher Education Press Con-
ference dated March 22, 2001.
21ST CENTURY HIGHER EDUCATION INITIATIVE

It is with great pleasure that I join my
Democratic Colleagues by introducing the
“21st Century Higher Education Initiative.”
Since 1837, Historically Black Colleges and
Universities have played a vital role in pro-
ducing this nations most influential African-
American leaders. People such as Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., Thurgood Marshall, Oprah
Winfrey, Barbara Jordan and Langston
Hughes all graduates of HBCU’s have in-
spired a generation of young people of all
races. Today, HBCU’s and other minority
serving institutions continue to produce
highly qualified students that fill key posi-
tions in the public and private sector. For in-
stance, HBCU’s are now responsible for pro-
ducing 28 percent of all bachelor’s degrees
and 15 percent of all master’s degrees earned
by African-Americans.

While these numbers are encouraging,
more must be done to ensure that minority
students are not locked out of the higher
education debate. The ‘‘21st Century Higher
Education Initiative” more than doubles
funding for Title III and Title V and in-
creases the maximum Pell Grant award from
$3,750 to $7,000 over three years. Increasing
funding for Title III and V will close the
funding gap between minority and non-mi-
nority serving institutions. Increasing the
maximum Pell grant award will make the
burden of paying for college easier for poor
minority students who can’t afford to attend

college.
The 21st Century Education Initiative also
includes dramatic increases for Supple-

mental Equal Opportunity Grants (SEOG)
and Federal Work Study by increasing each
program by $300 million over the next three
years. Both programs play a critical role in
lives of students who are often the first per-
son in their family to attend college. Also in-
cluded in the bill are increases for TRIO and
GEAR-UP which encourage minority stu-
dents from underserved communities to at-
tend college. TRIO and GEAR-UP have a
long track record of preparing minority stu-
dents for college through academic enrich-
ment and mentorship activities.

The bill also includes funding to preserve
buildings on the National Register of His-
toric Places by authorizing $60 million a
year for facilities most in need of repair. In
addition, the bill addresses the critical need
for qualified minority teachers by author-
izing $30 million for a new program that will
strengthen teacher preparation programs at
minority serving institutions. The 21st Cen-
tury Higher Education Initiative also takes
in account reports from the National Tele-
communications & Information Administra-
tion (NTIA) and the Benton Foundation re-
garding the Digital Divide. The initiative
would create a $250 million program based on
proposals by Senator Cleland and Congress-
man Towns that would provide equipment,
wire campuses and train students for careers
in technology. Providing increased funding
for technology at HBCU’s will ensure that

young African-American students are given
every opportunity to compete on a leveled
playing field.

In closing, the Democratic party has sent a
clear signal to members of the House and
Senate, educating minority students from
under-served communities is at the top of
our agenda. We look forward to working with
our colleagues from across the aisle and the
Administration in passing legislation that
‘“leaves no child behind.” Increasing funding
for HBCU’s, HSI’s and TCC’s will not only
benefit the minority community but provide
our nation with experienced and talented
young people who are prepared to compete in
today’s global workforce.

BREAST CANCER PRESCRIPTION
DRUG FAIRNESS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FERGUSON). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GRuccI) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
discuss a serious health issue that po-
tentially affects the lives of every
woman on Long Island. Breast cancer
is the most common form of cancer
among women in the United States,
and Long Island’s breast cancer rates
are the highest in the Nation, 20 per-
cent higher than the national average.
Today, many lack the coverage for pre-
scription drugs and face severe finan-
cial problems in affording the medica-
tions they need to defeat this dreadful
and horrible disease.

Being diagnosed with breast cancer is
a devastating experience for a woman
and her family. Yet breast cancer vic-
tims on Medicare and those without
any coverage have a tough time or sim-
ply cannot afford the medications they
need. The bipartisan Breast Cancer
Prescription Drug Fairness Act that I
along, with the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY), introduced
would end that. H.R. 7568 aims to make
prescription drugs available to Medi-
care beneficiaries and seeks to allow
those without medical coverage to buy
into the system. Right now women on
Medicare receive their breast cancer
medication for $58 a month whereas
women without coverage must pay $105
a month. In 1998, 18 percent of all New
York women between the ages of 18 and
64 were uninsured. In 2001, approxi-
mately 2,200 New York women diag-
nosed with breast cancer would be un-
insured. With 85 percent of breast can-
cer victims over the age of 55, this bill
gives Medicare recipients the pur-
chasing power to buy prescription
drugs at a much lower price.

This bill is about saving women’s
lives. No one fighting breast cancer

should have to choose between buying
food or the medication that will save
their lives. Until a cure for this hor-
rible disease is discovered, we must do
all that we can to give breast cancer
victims every opportunity to beat this
disease.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon my col-
leagues to join the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MCCARTHY) and myself
as a cosponsor of the Breast Cancer
Prescription Drug Fairness Act.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
THE UNITED STATES GROUP OF
THE NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEM-
BLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
1928a and clause 10 of rule I, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the United States Group of the
North Atlantic Assembly:

Mr. DEUTSCH of Florida,

Mr. BORSKI of Pennsylvania,

Mr. LANTOS of California, and

Mr. RUSH of Illinois.

There was no objection.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ACKERMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
health reasons.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
(at the request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for
today on account of illness.

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SKELTON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SKELTON, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. LUTHER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. INSLEE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FORD, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. REHBERG) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)
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Mr. REHBERG, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HEFLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WAMP, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. NORTHUP, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HYDE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-

rial:)
Mr. GRuUcclI, for 5 minutes, today.
————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 59 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
26, 2001, at 2 p.m.

———

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED
INFORMATION

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for
access to classified information:

Neil Abercrombie, Anibal Acevedo-Vila,
Gary L. Ackerman, Robert B. Aderholt, W.
Todd Akin, Thomas H. Allen, Robert E. An-
drews, Richard K. Armey, Joe Baca, Spencer
Bachus, Brian Baird, Richard H. Baker, John
Elias E. Baldacci, Tammy Baldwin, Cass
Ballenger, James A. Barcia, Bob Barr, Ros-
coe G. Bartlett, Joe Barton, Charles F. Bass,
Ken Bentsen, Doug Bereuter, Shelley Berk-
ley, Howard L. Berman, Marion Berry, Judy
Biggert, Michael Bilirakis, Rod R.
Blagojevich, Earl Blumenauer, Roy Blunt,
Sherwood L. Boehlert, John A. Boehner,
Henry Bonilla, David E. Bonior, Mary Bono,
Robert A. Borski, Leonard L. Boswell, Rick
Boucher, Allen Boyd, Kevin Brady, Robert A.
Brady, Corrine Brown, Sherrod Brown, Henry
E. Brown, Jr., Ed Bryant, Richard Burr, Dan
Burton, Steve Buyer, Sonny Callahan, Ken
Calvert, Dave Camp, Chris Cannon, Eric Can-
tor, Shelley Moore Capito, Lois Capps, Mi-
chael E. Capuano, Benjamin L. Cardin, Brad
Carson, Julia Carson, Michael N. Castle,
Steve Chabot, Saxby Chambliss, Wm. Lacy
Clay, Eva M. Clayton, Bob Clement, Howard
Coble, Mac Collins, Larry Combest, Gary A.
Condit, John Cooksey, Jerry F. Costello,
Christopher Cox, William J. Coyne, Robert
E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., Philip M. Crane, Ander
Crenshaw, Joseph Crowley, Barbara Cubin,
John Abney Culberson, Elijah E. Cummings,
Randy ‘‘Duke” Cunningham, Danny K.
Davis, Jim Davis, Jo Ann Davis, Susan A.
Davis, Thomas M. Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter
A. DeFazio, Diana DeGette, William D.
Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, Tom DeLay,
Jim DeMint, Peter Deutsch, Lincoln Diaz-
Balart, Norman D. Dicks, John D. Dingell,
Lloyd Doggett, Calvin M. Dooley, John T.
Doolittle, Michael F. Doyle, David Dreier,
John J. Duncan, Jr., Jennifer Dunn, Chet Ed-
wards, Vernon J. Ehlers, Robert L. Ehrlich,
Jr., Jo Ann Emerson, Eliot L. Engel, Phil
English, Anna G. Eshoo, Bob Etheridge, Liane
Evans, Terry Everett, Eni F.H.
Faleomavaega, Sam Farr, Chaka Fattah,
Mike Ferguson, Bob Filner, Jeff Flake, Ernie
Fletcher, Mark Foley, Harold E. Ford, Jr.,
Vito Fossella, Barney Frank, Rodney P.
Frelinghuysen, Martin Frost, Elton Gallegly,
Greg Ganske, George W. Gekas, Richard A.
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Gephardt, Jim Gibbons, Wayne T. Gilchrest,
Paul E. Gillmor, Benjamin A. Gilman,
Charles A. Gongzalez, Virgil H. Goode, Jr.,
Bob Goodlatte, Bart Gordon, Porter J. Goss,
Lindsey O. Graham, Kay Granger, Sam
Graves, Gene Green, Mark Green, James C.
Greenwood, Felix J. Grucci, Jr., Gil Gut-
knecht, Ralph M. Hall, Tony P. Hall, James
V. Hansen, Jane Harman, Melissa A. Hart, J.
Dennis Hastert, Alcee L. Hastings, Doc
Hastings, Robin Hayes, J. D. Hayworth, Joel
Hefley, Wally Herger, Baron P. Hill, Van
Hilleary, Earl F. Hilliard, Maurice D. Hin-
chey, David L. Hobson, Joseph M. Hoeffel,
Peter Hoekstra, Tim Holden, Rush D. Holt,
Michael M. Honda, Darlene Hooley, Stephen
Horn, John N. Hostettler, Amo Houghton,
Steny H. Hoyer, Kenny C. Hulshof, Duncan
Hunter, Asa Hutchinson, Henry J. Hyde, Jay
Inslee, Johnny Isakson, Steve Israel, Darrell
E. Issa, Ernest J. Istook, Jr., Jesse L. Jack-
son, Jr., Sheila Jackson-Lee, William J. Jef-
ferson, William L. Jenkins, Christopher
John, Eddie Bernice Johnson, Nancy L.
Johnson, Sam Johnson, Timothy V. Johnson,
Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Walter B. Jones,
Paul E. Kanjorski, Marcy Kaptur, Ric Keller,
Sue W. Kelly, Mark R. Kennedy, Patrick J.
Kennedy, Brian D. Kerns, Dale E. Kildee,
Carolyn C. Kilpatrick, Ron Kind, Peter T.
King, Jack Kingston, Mark Steven Kirk,
Gerald D. Kleczka, Joe Knollenberg, Jim
Kolbe, Dennis J. Kucinich, John J. LaFalce,
Ray LaHood, Nick Lampson, James R.
Langevin, Tom Lantos, Steve Largent, Rick
Larsen, John B. Larson, Tom Latham, Ste-
ven C. LaTourette, James A. Leach, Barbara
Lee, Sander M. Levin, Jerry Lewis, John
Lewis, Ron Lewis, John Linder, William O.
Lipinski, Frank A. LoBiondo, Zoe Lofgren,
Nita M. Lowey, Frank D. Lucas, Ken Lucas,
Bill Luther, Carolyn B. Maloney, James H.
Maloney, Donald A. Manzullo, Edward J.
Markey, Frank Mascara, Jim Matheson,
Robert T. Matsui, Carolyn McCarthy, Betty
McCollum, Jim McCrery, John McHugh,
Scott McInnis, Mike McIntyre, Howard P.
McKeon, Cynthia A. McKinney, Michael R.
McNulty, Martin T. Meehan, Carrie P. Meek,
Gregory W. Meeks, Robert Menendez, John
L. Mica, Juanita Millender-McDonald, Dan
Miller, Gary G. Miller, Patsy T. Mink, John
Joseph Moakley, Alan B. Mollohan, Dennis
Moore, James P. Moran, Jerry Moran, Con-
stance A. Morella, John P. Murtha, Sue Wil-
kins Myrick, Jerrold Nadler, Grace F.
Napolitano, Richard E. Neal, George R.
Nethercutt, Jr., Robert W. Ney, Anne M.
Northup, Eleanor Holmes Norton, Charlie
Norwood, Jim Nussle, James L. Oberstar,
David R. Obey, John W. Olver, Solomon P.
Ortiz, Tom Osborne, Doug Ose, C. L. Otter,
Major R. Owens, Michael G. Oxley, Frank
Pallone, Jr., Bill Pascrell, Jr., Ed Pastor,
Ron Paul, Nancy Pelosi, Mike Pence, Collin
C. Peterson, John E. Peterson, Thomas E.
Petri, David D. Phelps, Charles W. Pickering,
Joseph R. Pitts, Todd Russell Platts, Rich-
ard W. Pombo, Rob Portman, David E. Price,
Deborah Pryce, Adam H. Putnam, Jack
Quinn, George Radanovich, Nick J. Rahall,
II, Jim Ramstad, Charles B. Rangel, Ralph
Regula, Dennis R. Rehberg, Silvestre Reyes,
Thomas M. Reynolds, Bob Riley, Lynn N.
Rivers, Ciro D. Rodriguez, Tim Roemer, Har-
old Rogers, Mike Rogers, Dana Rohrabacher,
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, Mike Ross, Steven R.
Rothman, Marge Roukema, Edward R.
Royce, Bobby L. Rush, Paul Ryan, Jim
Ryun, Martin Olav Sabo, Loretta Sanchez,
Bernard Sanders, Max Sandlin, Tom Sawyer,
Jim Saxton, Joe Scarborough, Bob Schaffer,
Janice D. Schakowsky, Adam B. Schiff, Ed-
ward L. Schrock, Robert C. Scott, F. James
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Sensenbrenner, Jr., José E. Serrano, Pete
Sessions, John B. Shadegg, E. Clay Shaw,
Jr., Christopher Shays, Brad Sherman, Don
Sherwood, John Shimkus, Ronnie Shows,
Rob Simmons, Michael K. Simpson, Norman
Sisisky, Joe Skeen, Ike Skelton, Louise
McIntosh Slaughter, Adam Smith, Chris-
topher H. Smith, Lamar S. Smith, Nick
Smith, Vic Snyder, Mark E. Souder, Floyd
Spence, John N. Spratt, Jr., Cliff Stearns,
Charles W. Stenholm, Bob Stump, Bart Stu-
pak, John E. Sununu, John E. Sweeney,
Thomas G. Tancredo, John S. Tanner, Ellen
0. Tauscher, W. J. (Billy) Tauzin, Charles H.
Taylor, Gene Taylor, Lee Terry, William M.
Thomas, Bennie G. Thompson, Mike Thomp-
son, Mac Thornberry, John R. Thune, Karen
L. Thurman, Todd Tiahrt, Patrick J. Tiberi,
John F. Tierney, Patrick J. Toomey, James
A. Traficant, Jr., Jim Turner, Mark Udall,
Robert A. Underwood, Fred Upton, Nydia M.
Velazquez, Peter J. Visclosky, David Vitter,
Greg Walden, James T. Walsh, Zach Wamp,
Maxine Waters, Wes Watkins, Melvin L.
Watt, J.C. Watts, Jr., Henry A. Waxman, An-
thony D. Weiner, Curt Weldon, Dave Weldon,
Jerry Weller, Robert Wexler, Ed Whitfield,
Roger F. Wicker, Heather Wilson, Frank R.
Wolf, Lynn C. Woolsey, Albert Russell Wynn,
C.W. Bill Young, Don Young.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1307. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Disclosure and Reporting of
CRA-Related Agreements; Correction (RIN:
3064-AC33) received March 14, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

1308. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Notice
of Initial Approval Determination; New Jer-
sey Public Employee Only State Plan (RIN:
1218-AB98) received March 15, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

1309. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Allot-
ments, Digital Television Broadcast Stations
(Chattanooga, Tennessee) [MM Docket No.
99-268; RM-9691] received March 15, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

1310. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Allot-
ments, Digital Television Broadcast Stations
(Lexington, Kentucky) [MM Docket No. 00-
118; RM-9757] received March 15, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

1311. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Allot-
ments, Digital Television Broadcast Stations
(Sumter, South Carolina) [MM Docket No.
00-182; RM-9957] received March 15, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.
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1312. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—1998 Bien-
nial Regulatory Review—Streamlining of
Radio Technical Rules in Part 73 and 74 of
the Commission’s Rules [MM Docket No. 98—
93] received March 15, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1313. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (North
English, Iowa) [MM Docket No. 00-222; RM-
10002]; (Pendleton, South Carolina) [MM
Docket No. 00-223; RM-10003]; (Hamilton,
Texas) [MM Docket No. 00-224; RM-10004];
(Munday, Texas) [MM Docket No. 00-225;
RM-10005] received March 15, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1314. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Hornbrook,
California) [MM Docket No. 00-73; RM-9861]
received March 15, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1315. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Ac-
counting Policy Division, Common Carrier
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule—Federal-State Joint Board on Uni-
versal Service [CC Docket No. 96-45] Petition
for Reconsideration filed by AT&T—received
March 19, 2001, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1316. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Certification for the
Memorandum of Agreement Between the
Ministry of Defence of the Kingdom of Nor-
way and the Department of Defense of the
United States of America for Technology
Demonstration and System  Prototype
Projects, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the
Committee on International Relations.

1317. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

1318. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Administrator, Bureau for Legisla-
tive and Public Affairs, Agency for Inter-
national Development, transmitting a report
on economic conditions in HEgypt 1999
through 2000, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2346 nt.;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

1319. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the FY 2000 An-
nual Report on U.S. Government Assistance
to and Cooperative Activities with the New
Independent States of the Former Soviet
Union; to the Committee on International
Relations.

1320. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legislative Af-
fairs, Department of Justice, transmitting
the Department of Justice’s prison impact
assessment (PIA) annual report for 2000; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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1321. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Health Care
Financing Administration, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Medicare Pro-
gram; Payment for Nursing and Allied
Health Education: Delay of Effective Date
[HCFA-1685-F2] (RIN: 0938-AE79) received
March 14, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Energy and Commerce.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. BOEHNER (for himself, Mr.
CASTLE, Mr. McKEON, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SCHAFFER,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. GREEN-
WwooD, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. UPpTON, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. DEMINT,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. KEL-
LER, Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. CULBERSON,
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. GEKAS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. BAKER, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
Goss, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. HOBSON, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. HORN, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. LINDER, Mr. MCINNIS,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. ROYCE,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. BARR of Georgia,
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. PETER-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr.
FOoSSELLA, Mrs. BoNO, Mr. GREEN of
Wisconsin, Mr. HAYES, Mr. GARY MIL-
LER of California, Mr. OSE, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. CRENSHAW, Ms. HART,
Mr. IssA, Mr. PUTNAM, and Mr.
SCHROCK):

H.R. 1. A Dbill to close the achievement gap
with accountability, flexibility, and choice,
so that no child is left behind; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. BAR-
RETT, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. KIND, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LUTHER,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STARK, and
Mr. WU):

H.R. 1160. A bill to terminate operation of
the Extremely Low Frequency Communica-
tion System of the Navy; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 1161. A bill to authorize the American
Friends of the Czech Republic to establish a
memorial to honor Tomas G. Masaryk in the
District of Columbia; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California

(for himself, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.
OWENS, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms.

SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms.
LEE, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FROST, Mr.

FARR of California, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. STARK, Ms.

MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. BERMAN,
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Mr. EVANS, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. UDALL of New

Mexico, Ms. SoLIS, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. ScoTT, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.

CROWLEY, Mr. REYES, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms.
WATERS, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. TOwNS, Mr. FORD,
Mr. McCNULTY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. WU, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Ms. McCAR-
THY of Missouri, Ms. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Mr. Dicks, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
JOHN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. SPRATT, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. WATT of North Carolina,
Mr. HONDA, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. DELAHUNT,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. BECERRA, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. KIND,
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. DINGELL, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. BAcA, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. ROEMER,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. JEFFERSON, and
Mr. DOOLEY of California):

H.R. 1162. A bill to increase the authoriza-
tion of appropriations of programs under the
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce, and
Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. AKIN:

H.R. 1163. A bill to limit the use of Federal
funds appropriated for conducting testing in
elementary or secondary schools to testing
that meets certain conditions, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. BACA:

H.R. 1164. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
dedicate certain funds for the purpose of re-
ducing violence and hate crime against Na-
tive Americans and reducing incidents of
crime on reservations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BARCIA (for himself, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr.
UpALL of Colorado, Mr. LAMPSON, and
Mr. WEINER):

H.R. 1165. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Election Voting Systems
Standards Commission, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS:

H.R. 1166. A bill to modify the provision of
law which provides a permanent appropria-
tion for the compensation of Members of
Congress, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules, and in addition to the
Committee on Appropriations, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
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in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mr. BAcA, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. KILDEE,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. CARSON
of Oklahoma, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
RANGEL, Ms. McCCARTHY of Missouri,
Mr. FROST, and Mr. REYES):

H.R. 1167. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to making
progress toward the goal of eliminating tu-
berculosis, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. GANSKE, Ms. MCKINNEY,
Mr. BACA, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs.
WILSON, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma,
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. FROST, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. SANDLIN,
Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MCCARTHY of Mis-
souri, and Mr. REYES):

H.R. 1168. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to provide increased for-
eign assistance for tuberculosis prevention,
treatment, and control; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him-
self, Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr. FILNER):

H.R. 1169. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, with respect to ‘‘cooperative
mailings’’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. FrosT, Mr. DOOLEY of
California, Ms. WATERS, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
REYES, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. ScoTT, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
ToOwNS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
PAYNE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BISHOP, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
HILLIARD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Ms. CARSON of Indiana,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr. FORD, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Ms. LEE, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. STARK, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
KLECZKA, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FILNER,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
BAcA, and Ms. McCOLLUM):

H.R. 1170. A bill to protect voting rights,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on House Administration, for a period
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to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia:

H.R. 1171. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 in order to require the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to fulfill
the sufficient universal service support re-
quirements for high cost areas, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
SANDERS, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HINCHEY,
Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. MoOL-
LOHAN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut, Mr. CAMP, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. HILL-
IARD, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FROST, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. STARK, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. COYNE, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. McNULTY, Mr. TANCREDO, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. HART, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.
MCCRERY, and Mr. FOLEY):

H.R. 1172. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against
income tax to individuals who rehabilitate
historic homes or who are the first pur-
chasers of rehabilitated historic homes for
use as a principal residence; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DICKS:

H.R. 1173. A bill to make emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for fiscal year 2001
for the Department of Defense, and the Coast
Guard; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 1174. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to dispose of all public lands ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment that have been identified for disposal
under the Federal land use planning process;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself
and Mr. MCINTYRE):

H.R. 1175. A bill to provide for administra-
tive procedures to extend Federal recogni-
tion to certain Indian groups, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FORD:

H.R. 1176. A bill to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to protect consumers from the
adverse consequences of incomplete and in-
accurate consumer credit reports, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. FRANK (for himself, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. GILCHREST,
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
McNuLTY, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. FROST, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. CLAY, Ms. CARSON of
Indiana, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. GOR-
DON):
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H.R. 1177. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to limit the penalty for
late enrollment under the Medicare Program
to 10 percent and twice the period of no en-
rollment; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself and Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico):

H.R. 1178. A bill to amend the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act to provide grants to small
public drinking water systems; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. PETRI, Mr. BAKER, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Illinois, Mr. WELDON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. BARTON
of Texas, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. MCHUGH, Ms. HART, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. PoMBO, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. WELLER, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota,
and Mr. POMEROY):

H.R. 1179. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come gain on the sale of a family farming
business to a family member; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon (for herself,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. UDALL
of New Mexico, Ms. LEE, Mr. FRANK,
Mr. TowNS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
BAcCA, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HONDA, Mr. FILNER,
Ms. McCoLLuMm, and Ms. CARSON of
Indiana):

H.R. 1180. A bill to recruit and retain more
qualified individuals to teach in Tribal Col-
leges or Universities; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. OTTER, Mr. MCINNIS,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. PAUL):

H.R. 1181. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for
private health coverage for the previously
uninsured, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. DUNN, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. MCDERMOTT):

H.R. 1182. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the tip tax credit
to employers of cosmetologists and to pro-
mote tax compliance in the cosmetology sec-
tor; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KINGSTON (for himself, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
COLLINS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
NORWOOD, and Mr. LINDER):

H.R. 1183. A Dbill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
113 South Main Street in Sylvania, Georgia,
as the “G. Elliot Hagan Post Office Build-
ing”’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.
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By Mr. LEACH (for himself, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. LAFALCE,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mr. CoNDIT, Mr. FROST, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. McNULTY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. BUYER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
DoOOLEY of California, and Mr. BAR-
RETT):

H.R. 1184. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
and Ms. KILPATRICK):

H.R. 1185. A bill to prohibit through nego-
tiation or otherwise the revocation or revi-
sion of any intellectual property or competi-
tion law or policy of a developing country,
including any sub-Saharan African country,
that regulates HIV/AIDS pharmaceuticals or
medical technologies, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. LEACH, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Ms. LEE, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. McGovVv-
ERN, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FROST, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. SANDERS,
and Mr. CLAY):

H.R. 1186. A bill to affirm the religious
freedom of taxpayers who are conscien-
tiously opposed to participation in war, to
provide that the income, estate, or gift tax
payments of such taxpayers be used for non-
military purposes, to create the Religious
Freedom Peace Tax Fund to receive such tax
payments, to improve revenue collection,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HYDE, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. BER-
MAN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
OLVER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mrs. KELLY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr. STARK, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. LUTHER, Ms. MCCARTHY
of Missouri, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MEEHAN,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. NADLER, Mr. SANDERS,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. HORN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. ROYBAL-
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ALLARD, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. CLAY, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
ROTHMAN, and Ms. SLAUGHTER):

H.R. 1187. A bill to end the use of steel-
jawed leghold traps on animals in the United
States; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, International Rela-
tions, and the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky:

H.R. 1188. A bill to encourage the use of
technology in the classroom; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and
in addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. MCKINNEY:

H.R. 1189. A bill to provide that a State
may use a proportional voting system for
multiseat congressional districts, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on
House Administration, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MATHESON:

H.R. 1190. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit a husband and
wife to file a combined return to which sepa-
rate tax rates apply; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MEEK of Florida (for herself,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. STARK, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. OWENS,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. BARRETT,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois, Mr. FROST, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. CLAY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
SERRANO, Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. CARSON
of Indiana, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. BIsHOP, Mr. DEUTSCH, and
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut):

H.R. 1191. A bill to amend title I of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 to ensure that communities receiving
community development block grants use
such funds to benefit low- and moderate-in-
come families; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. WICKER, Mr. KILDEE,
Mr. CALLAHAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr.
KINGSTON):

H.R. 1192. A bill to improve the National
Writing Project; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 1193. A bill to provide for full voting

representation in the Congress for the citi-
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zens of the District of Columbia, to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide
that individuals who are residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall be exempt from Fed-
eral income taxation until such full voting
representation takes effect, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.
By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. FRANK, Mr. HILLIARD,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LU-
THER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. ROUKEMA,
Mr. UPTON, and Mr. WOLF):

H.R. 1194. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974,
Public Health Service Act, and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide parity with
respect to substance abuse treatment bene-
fits under group health plans and health in-
surance coverage; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the
Committees on Education and the Work-
force, and Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 1195. A bill to expand the class of
beneficiaries who may apply for adjustment
of status under section 245(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act by extending the
deadline for classification petition and labor
certification filings; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 1196. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow State and local
taxes to be deducted in computing the alter-
native minimum tax; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. REYES:

H.R. 1197. A bill to amend the Ysleta del
Sur Pueblo and Alabama and Coushatta In-
dian Tribes of Texas Restoration Act to de-
crease the requisite blood quantum required
for membership in the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
tribe; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Mr. HonNDA, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. ROGERS
of Michigan, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. RILEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. HAYES, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SCHAF-
FER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. PENCE, Mrs.
CAPITO, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. FROST,
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. CAN-
NON, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. McCRERY, and
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon):

H.R. 1198. A bill to preserve certain actions
in Federal court brought by members of the
United States Armed Forces held as a pris-
oners of war by Japan during World War II
against Japanese nationals seeking com-
pensation for mistreatment or failure to pay
wages in connection with labor performed in
Japan to the benefit of the Japanese nation-
als, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committees on International Relations,
and Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. SABO:

H.R. 1199. A Dbill to authorize the President
to award a gold medal on behalf of the Con-
gress to former Senator Eugene McCarthy in
recognition of his exemplary service and life-
long dedication to the Nation and to the peo-
ple of the United States; to the Committee
on Financial Services.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. FARR of California,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
STARK, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
ENGEL, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CLAY, and
Mr. SERRANO):

H.R. 1200. A bill to provide for health care
for every American and to control the cost
and enhance the quality of the health care
system; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, Government Re-
form, and Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. DOOLEY of California,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. FROST,
Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut):

H.R. 1201. A bill to amend the Head Start
Act to ensure that every child who is eligible
to participate in a program under such Act
has the tools to learn to read; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. BENTSEN, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, and Mr. PETERSON of Penn-
sylvania):

H.R. 1202. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage
of annual screening pap smears and screen-
ing pelvic exams under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 1203. A bill to amend chapter 3 of title
28, United States Code, to divide the Ninth
Judicial Circuit of the United States into
two circuits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington:

H.R. 1204. A bill to encourage Members of
Congress and the executive branch to be hon-
est with the public about true on-budget cir-
cumstances, to exclude the Social Security
trust funds and the Medicare hospital insur-
ance trust fund from the annual Federal
budget baseline, to prohibit Social Security
and Medicare hospital insurance trust funds
surpluses to be used as offsets for tax cuts or
spending increases, and to exclude the Social
Security trust funds and the Medicare hos-
pital insurance trust fund from official budg-
et surplus/deficit pronouncements; to the
Committee on the Budget, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
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Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
By Mr. STEARNS (for himself and Mr.
CRENSHAW):

H.R. 1205. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem-
etery for veterans in the Jacksonville, Flor-
ida, metropolitan area; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for

herself, Mr. HORN, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.

ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. BACA, Mr. BAIRD,
Mr. BALDAcCCI, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BAR-
RETT, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BENTSEN, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOUCHER,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLAY, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. CoNDIT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. DOOLEY of California,
Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. ForD, Mr. FROST, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GONZALEZ,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms.
HARMAN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. HONDA, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon,
Mr. HOYER, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. KILDEE,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. KIND, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. LANTOS,
Ms. LEE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. LUTHER,

Ms. MCcCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.
McCoLLuM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
McCNULTY, Mr. MALONEY of Con-

necticut, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mr. MOORE, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. NADLER,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PASTOR,

Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. REYES,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mrs.

ROUKEMA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SABO, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mr. SISISKY, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. SoLIS, Mr. STARK, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TURNER,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
TOwNS, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. UNDER-
WooD, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. WEINER, Mr. WEXLER,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WYNN, and Mr.
Wu):
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H.J. Res. 40. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ARMEY,
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BARR of
Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
BURR of North Carolina, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
CASTLE, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. CoM-
BEST, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
CoxX, Mr. CRANE, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. DELAY, Mr. DEMINT,

Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DUNCAN, Ms.
DUNN, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. EVERETT, Mr.

FoLEY, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. GOODLATTE, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
GREENWOOD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HASTINGS
of Washington, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. HORN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JOHN, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JONES of

North Carolina, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.

LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
Lucas of Kentucky, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. MicA, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. NOR-
wooD, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PAuL, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. PICK-

ERING, Mr. PITTS, Mr. POoMBO, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. QUINN, Mr. RADANO-
VICH, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SIMPSON,

Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TAYLOR
of North Carolina, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. WAMP,
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. WELDON
of Pennsylvania, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. WELLER, and Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska):

H.J. Res. 41. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to tax limita-
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BECERRA (for himself and Mr.
ROYCE):

H. Con. Res. 77. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the efforts of people of the United States of
Korean ancestry to reunite with their family
members in North Korea; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN (for herself,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. NORTON,
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. TOWNS, and
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas):

H. Con. Res. 78. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that there
should be established a National Minority
Health Month; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. WoLF, Mr. WYNN,
Mrs. MORELLA, and Ms. NORTON):

H. Con. Res. 79. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Ms. KILPATRICK (for herself, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BONIOR, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ROGERS
of Michigan, Mr. SMITH of Michigan,
Mr. CAMP, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. KIL-
DEE):

H. Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution con-
gratulating the city of Detroit and its resi-
dents on the occasion of the tricentennial of
the city’s founding; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr.

KING, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr.
PALLONE):

H. Con. Res. 81. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the historical significance of the
Triangle Fire and honoring its victims on
the occasion of the 90th anniversary of the
tragic event; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself and Mr.
TANCREDO):

H. Con. Res. 82. Concurrent resolution re-
garding the human rights situation in the
Republic of the Sudan, including the prac-
tice of chattel slavery and all other forms of
booty and related practices; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H. Res. 98. A resolution requiring the
House of Representatives to take any legisla-
tive action necessary to verify the ratifica-
tion of the Equal Rights Amendment as part
of the Constitution when the legislatures of
an additional three States ratify the Equal
Rights Amendment; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. CANTOR, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. FROST, Mr. FRANK, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. WEINER, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. STARK,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Florida,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. FOLEY,
and Mr. GRUCCI):

H. Res. 99. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
Lebanon, Syria, and Iran should call upon
Hezbollah to allow representatives of the
International Committee of the Red Cross to
visit four abducted Israelis, Adi Avitan,
Binyamin Avraham, Omar Souad, and
Elchanan Tannenbaum, presently held by
Hezbollah forces in Lebanon; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD introduced a bill
(H.R. 1206) to provide for the liquidation or
reliquidation of certain entries of garlic;
which was referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

—————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 17: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma.

H.R. 21: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 28: Mr. KIND and Mr. DOGGETT.

H.R. 31: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.

BARTON of Texas, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr.
GANSKE.

H.R. 39: Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mrs.
NORTHUP.

H.R. 99: Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. WICKER,
and Mr. SCHROCK.

H.R. 133: Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. CARSON of
Indiana.

H.R. 154: Mr. RUSH and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 162: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
ALLEN, and Mr. HALL of Ohio.

H.R. 179: Mr. OWENS and Ms.
Florida.

H.R. 184: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 185: Mr. KIND.

H.R. 187: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SOUDER, and Mrs.
THURMAN.

H.R. 189: Mr. CALLAHAN.

H.R. 199: Mr. SCHAFFER.

H.R. 218: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, and Mr. HOLT, Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 238: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 281: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
GONZALEZ, and Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 294: Mrs. CLAYTON.

H.R. 303: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
KUCINICH, and Mr. OWENS

H.R. 325: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
and Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 326: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
MATSUI, and Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 331: Mr. BALLENGER.

H.R. 336: Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 357: Mr. OWENS, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr.
LANGEVIN.

H.R. 369: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 374: Mr. SCHAFFER and Mr. TANCREDO.

H.R. 396: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
BoyD, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 400: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. HYDE, Mr. WELLER, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BASS,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DEMINT, Mrs. JO ANN
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. PORTMAN, Ms. HART, Mr. COX,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GOODE, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
FERGUSON, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. BRY-
ANT, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. LEWIS
of California, Mr. LINDER, Mr. LLUCAS of Okla-
homa, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. KERNS, Mr. PENCE,
Mr. LEwIS of Kentucky, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
OTTER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. REYNOLDS,
Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. ISSA, Mr.
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LAHOOD, Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
KING, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. BARR of
Georgia, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. CANTOR, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SCHROCK, Mr. VITTER, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. CRANE, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. SIM-
MONS, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. YOUNG of Florida,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. HERGER, Mr. RYAN
of Wisconsin, Mr. GRAVES, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
SHERWOOD, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr.
McINNIS, Mr. RILEY, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
FLETCHER, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Minnesota, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
SUNUNU, Mr. GARY MILLER of California, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. Tom DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. WAMP, Mr. KINGSTON,
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. PITTS, Mr. NEY, Mr.
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. TERRY, Mr. UPTON,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. EVANS, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, and
Mr. MORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 428: Mr. KING, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. TURNER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. HOYER, Mr. WELDON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
DAvis of Florida, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. PENCE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BISHOP, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. RYUN of
Kansas.

H.R. 457: Ms. SOLIS.

H.R. 459: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
LOWEY, and Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 476: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota and
Mr. PUTNAM.

H.R. 481: Ms. PELOSI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and
Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 499: Ms. NORTON, Mr. FRANK, Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana, and Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 500: Mr. STARK, Mr. CLAY, and Ms.
ESHOO.

H.R. 510: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
REHBERG, and Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 512: Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms.
Florida, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 513: Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
McNULTY, and Mr. NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 516: Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. WaAMP, Mr.
SANDLIN, and Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 525: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 537: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. BARTON of
Texas.

H.R. 572: Mr. FILNER and Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 579: Mr. SANDLIN and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 585: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 589: Mr. OWENS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 595: Mrs. KELLY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
STARK, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. DEUTSCH,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. PAYNE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 599: Mr. FRANK, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. STARK, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SANDLIN,
and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

Mrs.
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H.R. 602: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
CROWLEY, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 606: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. CLAY, Mrs.
DAvis of California, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr.
PALLONE.

H.R. 609: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 612: Mr. RILEY, Mr. ACKERMAN, and
Mr. COOKSEY.

H.R. 622: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. OSE.

H.R. 632: Mr. CLYBURN and Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 634: Mr. WYNN, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. PAUL, and Mr. THUNE.

H.R. 639: Mr. GRuUccl, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. HoLT, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and
Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 641: Mrs. Mr.
Mr.

CUBIN, Mr. CROWLEY,
ENGEL, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SHIMKUS,
STtumMP, Mr. LAHoOD, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. HORN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, and Mr. DIAZ-
BALART.

H.R. 648: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. LARGENT, and
Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 659: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
MOORE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 660: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FATTAH, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 664: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. BACA, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Ms. VELAQUEZ, Mr. GILMAN, and
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 677: Mr. MOORE.

H.R. 704: Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 716: Mr. EHRLICH, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr.
WAXMAN.

H.R. 717: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. BALDACCI.

H.R. 718: Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. IssA, and Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 726: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.

H.R. 730: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 737: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. GREENWOOD.

H.R. 752: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 7565: Mr. KIND, Mr. FILNER, and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 761: Mr. CARDIN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 773: Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 778: Mr. OSE.

H.R. 787: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 801: Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. EDWARDS, Ms.
SoLnis, Mr. HONDA, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. OWENS, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. SHOWS, and Mr.
ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 808: Mr. SISISKY, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, Mr. LUTHER, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. TURNER,
and Ms. MCCOLLUM.
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H.R. 811: Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. SoOLIS, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
OWENS, and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 812: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 817: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr.
MCINTYRE.

H.R. 822: Mr. THOMPSON of California and
Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 827: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. FOSSELLA.

H.R. 831: Mr. McNULTY, Mr. SAXTON, and
Mr. SIMMONS.

H.R. 848: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.

LATOURETTE, Mr. GORDON, Mr. BACA, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 862: Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 875: Mr. CONDIT, Ms. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Ms. SoLIs, Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. BACA, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 877: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. TANCREDO, and
Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 910: Ms. LEE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. FROST, Mr. KILDEE, and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 930: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. VITTER, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. GOODE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, and Mr. LARGENT.

H.R. 936: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 937: Mr. OTTER.

H.R. 950: Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 951: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SABO, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
BALDAcCCI, Mr. CLYBURN, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and
Mr. OBERSTAR.

H.R. 959: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, and Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 967: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FROST, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. WOLF,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. CARSON of Indiana,
Mr. SANDLIN, and Mr. TANCREDO.

H.R. 968: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 969: Mr. WICKER and Mr. SPENCE.

H.R. 981: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 995: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 996: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 1004: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. DAVIS of I1li-
nois, and Mrs. CLAYTON.

H.R. 1005: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 1008: Mr. IssA, Mr. CANTOR, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 1013: Mr. ISAKSON and Mr. BARR of
Georgia.

H.R. 1015: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. SIMMONS, and Mr.
BRADY of Texas.

H.R. 1016: Mr. LATOURETTE and Mr. STU-
PAK.

H.R. 1019: Mr. OSE, Mr. DEAL of Georgia,
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. PuUT-
NAM.

H.R. 1020: Mr. FoLEY, Mr. BORSKI,
UDALL of New Mexico, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1076: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
BAaLDAccI, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms.
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BALDWIN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MCINTYRE, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. SKELTON, Mr.
BACA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, and Mr. SANDLIN.

H.R. 1082: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. RAMSTAD, and
Mr. GILCHREST.

H.R. 1086: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 1087: Mr. TANCREDO.

H.R. 1100: Mr. OSE and Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 1110: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr.
PETRI.

H.R. 1117: Mr. CLAY, Ms. SoLis, and Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 1119: Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. CARSON of
Indiana.

H.R. 1127: Mr. SCHAFFER and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1143: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. WALSH, and Mr.
REYES.

H.J. Res. 13: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. FARR
of California, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, and Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.J. Res. 38: Mr. TANCREDO and Mr. SCHAF-
FER.

H. Con. Res.
SCHAFFER.

H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. SCHIFF.

H. Con. Res. 33: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. SKEEN, Mrs. JO ANN
DAvVIs of Virginia, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. ENGLISH, Ms. HART, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. CRAMER,
Mr. PENCE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. PITTS, and Mr.
SOUDER.

H. Con. Res. 36: Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MOORE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. CLEMENT.

H. Con. Res. 42: Ms. MCCOLLUM.

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. EVANS and Mr. BENT-
SEN.

H. Con. Res. 63: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. CROWLEY,
and Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 64: Mr. BOSWELL.

H. Con. Res. 68: Mr. NORWOOD.

H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. KING,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. BERKLEY,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. DAvis of Florida, Mr. BEREUTER, Ms.
CARSON of Indiana, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H. Res. 16: Mr. CLYBURN.

H. Res. 18: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. LANGEVIN,
and Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.

H. Res. 27: Mr. BARCIA and Mr. STARK.

H. Res. 73: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

23: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr.
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SENATE—Thursday, March 22, 2001

The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable LIN-
COLN CHAFEE, a Senator from the State
of Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Very Rev. James L. Nadeau,
S.T.L., Cathedral of the Immaculate
Conception, Portland, ME.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Very Rev. James
L. Nadeau, offered the following pray-
er:

Gracious Father, Almighty Sovereign
of our beloved Nation, and Lord of our
lives, You have revealed Your glory to
all the nations. But You have called
this Nation in particular to be a sign of
freedom and opportunity, a sign of
righteousness and justice for all. Help
us to be faithful to our destiny.

Let us pray. Almighty Lord, God of
us all, assist, with Your spirit of coun-
sel and fortitude, the women and men
of this Senate. As they begin this ses-
sion, they turn to You, Lord of all
righteousness and justice. May You fill
their hearts as they seek to preserve
peace, promote national harmony, and
continue to bring us the blessings of
liberty and equality for all.

We make this prayer to You, who are
Lord and God, forever and ever. Amen.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable LINCOLN CHAFEE led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 22, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable LINCOLN CHAFEE, a
Senator from the State of Rhode Island, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CHAFEE thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
see on the Senate floor the distin-
guished Senator from Maine who wants
to address the Senate. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky for allowing me to pro-
ceed.

————
FATHER JAMES NADEAU

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
delighted that our opening prayer this
morning was so eloquently delivered by
my good friend, Father James L.
Nadeau, the rector of the Cathedral of
the Immaculate Conception in Port-
land, ME, and a native of my home-
town of Caribou, ME.

Father Jim is an inspiring testament
to the power of faith and education. My
family takes special pride in Father
Jim because of our close connections
growing up in Northern Maine. Both
our families attended the same church
in Caribou, Holy Rosary, where my
mother was the director of religious
education. Father Jim and his brother
have both become priests. So we take
special pride.

Father Jim has a truly inspiring
story. He was the first member of his
family to graduate from college, and he
credits this accomplishment to the
academic preparation and support he
received from the Upward Bound pro-
gram at Bowdoin College.

I wish to quote from Father Jim’s
own words, which describe his family
background:

Growing up in a rural Franco-American
background, I was expected to follow my an-
cestors who for over 250 years were farmers
and woodsmen. . . . I recall my parents not
even wanting me to think about college.
They could not afford it; plus, no one had
gone to college in my family. In fact, my
mother and father only studied to 8th grade.
My mother, the oldest girl of 15 children, had
to stay home and take care of her brothers
and sisters. My father, when just a teenager,
began working on the farms and at a french
fry processing plant.

For young Jim Nadeau, everything
changed in his life when he first met
the director of the Bowdoin College Up-
ward Bound program in 1977. She en-
couraged him to go to college, and, in-
deed, after graduating from Caribou
High School as valedictorian, he en-
rolled at Dartmouth College in the fall
of 1979. With Pell grants and other fi-
nancial aid making his education pos-
sible, he excelled in his studies.

After graduating from college, Fa-
ther Jim studied at Gregorian Univer-
sity in Rome for 5 years where he re-
ceived two graduate degrees in the-
ology. Father Jim also worked with
Mother Teresa of Calcutta in her
Roman missions and was ordained a
Roman Catholic priest in 1988. Father
says that he truly can credit the Up-
ward Bound program with changing his
life.

We are, indeed, fortunate that the
power of God and education trans-
formed the life of young Jim Nadeau.
He is an inspiration to us all and con-
tinues his important work today as
rector of the Cathedral of the Immacu-
late Conception in Portland, ME. There
he has guided many financially dis-
advantaged students and encouraged
them to go to college.

I am delighted to have him with us
today. It is a great honor and privilege
to have this outstanding priest join us
and offer to us his inspiring opening
prayer.

I thank the Chair, and I thank my
colleague.

Mr. DODD. If my colleague will yield
for a minute, I had the pleasure of
briefly meeting Father Jim Nadeau
this morning downstairs. I welcome
him to the Senate. I thank him for his
beautiful prayer this morning. It is
good to have a New Englander opening
the Senate with us this morning.

I thank our distinguished colleague
from Maine for extending the invita-
tion and sharing with us an inspiring
story about Father Nadeau’s family
and his contributions to the State of
Maine and this country. We thank him
immensely for all the wonderful work
he has done. I thank my colleague from
Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut for his kind words.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
associate myself with the observations
of the Senator from Connecticut and
congratulate the Senator from Maine
for bringing this outstanding citizen of
her State here this morning to open
the Senate with a prayer. I wish him
well in his endeavors.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
today the Senate will immediately re-
sume consideration of the Hatch disclo-
sure amendment to the campaign fi-
nance reform legislation. There will be
up to 30 minutes of debate, with the
vote to occur shortly after 9:30 a.m.
Additional amendments will be offered
throughout this day. It is hoped that
some time on each amendment can be

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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yielded back to accommodate all Sen-
ators who intend to offer their amend-
ments. Senators will be notified as
votes are scheduled, and also as a re-
minder votes will occur during tomor-
row’s session.

Mr. President, I see Senator HATCH is
present to discuss his amendment.

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 27, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 27) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan
campaign reform.

Pending:

Hatch amendment No. 136, to add a provi-
sion to require disclosure to shareholders
and members regarding use of funds for po-
litical activities.

AMENDMENT NO. 136

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of the Hatch amendment No. 136 on
which there shall be 30 minutes of de-
bate equally divided in the usual form.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I hope we
will not take the whole 30 minutes. I
understand some of our colleagues need
to make some special appointments. I
will try to be brief.

I hope all of my colleagues will sup-
port this modest, straightforward
amendment. We are here this week and
next, debating so-called campaign fi-
nance reform. I do not understand how
anyone can purport to favor any re-
form of our current system without
being willing to offer the most basic
right of fairness to the hard-working
men and women of this country.

Let’s be clear about what we are
talking about. We are talking about
letting workers who pay dues and fees
to labor organizations be informed
about what portions of the money they
pay to unions are being spent on polit-
ical activities. In my view, that is
basic fairness.

Is there some big secret here? Is
there some reason workers should not
be told how their money is being spent?

The hypocrisy of the opposition is
quite extraordinary. The underlying
bill severely limits the ability of polit-
ical parties to engage in the types of
activities that this amendment simply
asks unions to inform their members
about. How can someone on the one
hand argue for a restriction on these
activities by parties and then secure a
free pass and not even disclose the
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same information by others? This is
simply remarkable.

Then we hear the argument that this
simple disclosure requirement is too
burdensome. Give me a break. During
these weeks in March and April when
hard-working Americans are hovering
over their tax forms, how can anyone
call this straight-forward disclosure re-
quirement on the unions too onerous?
What is going on?

Labor organizations collect dues and
fees from American workers. Can any-
one tell me they are not already keep-
ing track of this money? If this disclo-
sure amendment is too onerous, that
suggests to me there might be an even
bigger issue of accountability on how
and where this money is being spent.

I trust my colleagues will remember
these arguments about ‘‘onerous bur-
dens’” when we are trying to do regu-
latory reform.

The issue in this simple amendment
is, do America’s hard-working men and
women have the right to know whether
and how the dues and fees they pay are
being used for political activities, or
don’t they? It is that simple. This
ought to be the most basic of worker
rights and protections.

I hope my colleagues cast their votes
in favor of the right of American work-
ers to know how their money is being
spent.

Finally, let me emphasize, this
amendment does not require the con-
sent of employees. It simply requires
disclosure. That is all, pure and simple,
disclosure to the hard-working teach-
ers, janitors, electricians, carpenters,
and others on what the union leader-
ship is actually spending these work-
ers’ hard earned money. It doesn’t
seem to me to be much of a burden or
requirement. It seems to me if we are
interested in having true campaign fi-
nance reform, this is one of the basic
reforms.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent I be allowed to proceed
for about 3 minutes. If the Chair will
advise me when 3 minutes expires.

Mr. McCONNELL. I inquire how
much time remains on this side.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eleven and a half minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, yesterday
the Senate appropriately rejected the
original amendment requiring corpora-
tions and labor organizations to get
prior consent from shareholders and
their members in order to use their
general treasury funds for political ac-
tivities. That proposal was appro-
priately rejected rather overwhelm-
ingly—69-31—in this body for reasons
explained in a bipartisan fashion.

The Senator from Oklahoma, Mr.
NICKLES, and Senator KENNEDY pointed
out this was a cumbersome, almost un-
workable proposal that would have lit-
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erally placed businesses and unions in
a very precarious position. We made
the suggestion if the amendment was
going to be seriously considered by this
body, of which corporations and busi-
ness would have vehemently opposed,
it would have required them to engage
and perform certain functions and du-
ties that never before had been re-
quired of them.

There is no parity for a democratic
organization such as a labor union,
where Federal laws require the opening
of books, the revealing of financial
data information, the free election and
secret balloting of officers, and a cor-
poration where none of those union re-
quirements pertain to a corporation
management structure.

The same could be said in many ways
about this amendment. While this
amendment is simpler than the origi-
nal amendment, the failure or the
problems with this one are not much
different. This is a tremendously cum-
bersome mandate that will make it
very difficult for some of these busi-
nesses and corporations to comply.
There are different levels of activities
as well.

According to the Federal Election
Commission, in the area of contribu-
tions since 1992, as a general matter,
corporations have outspent labor
unions in Federal elections by almost
16-1. So there has been a huge disparity
in the amount of money contributed to
candidates.

On the other hand, we have labor
unions and labor organizations, and
their members engage in grassroots po-
litical activities, and corporations his-
torically do not.

This amendment is not balanced in
its approach to corporations and labor
organizations. All of a sudden, this
amendment attempts to penalize orga-
nizations that are trying to get people
to participate in the political life of
the country. It says to them, we are
going to start demanding this kind of
minutia and disclosure of information.
As a matter of fact, there is no parity
in asking corporations to do the same
kind of disclosure when they don’t en-
gage in the activities that require the
disclosure at issue. This amendment is
truly not a balanced request or ap-
proach.

Second, there are many other types
of organizations that engage in polit-
ical activities. While the Federal cam-
paign law governs these organizations
to a certain extent, this amendment
completely excludes them. Membership
Organizations, such as the National
Rifle Association, the National Right
to Life organizations, Sierra Clubs, and
other groups are also subject to certain
provisions of the FECA. This amend-
ment does not address those organiza-
tions nor require them to disclose any
detailed information regarding dis-
bursements, contributions or expendi-
tures with respect to their political ac-
tivities.
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This amendment is impermissible
‘‘selective application.” It would only
apply to one group of people, those in-
volved in organized labor in the coun-
try.

I understand my friend from Utah
doesn’t like organized labor. He doesn’t
like labor unions or labor organiza-
tions. He disagrees. These are people
who take positions on the Patients’
Bill of Rights, prescription drug bene-
fits, and minimum wage, and a whole
host of issues involving child care. I
have a long list of items that working
families, through their leadership, sup-
port. My good friend from Utah has
usually disagreed with them on these
matters. However, you don’t go out and
discriminate against one organization
that is engaged in encouraging people
to participate in the political life of
the country by attaching a set of obli-
gations and burdens on them that has
the effect of discouraging political par-
ticipation. We ought to be encouraging
more participation.

Finally, this amendment should be
primarily opposed because it serves as
a ‘‘poison pill”’ for the entire McCain-
Feingold campaign finance reform leg-
islation.

For those reasons and others my col-
leagues will identify, we strongly op-
pose this amendment. This destroys
the McCain-Feingold bill.

I see my colleague from Wisconsin. I
yield to him 3 minutes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will
vote against the Hatch amendment and
I urge all supporters of the McCain-
Feingold bill to do the same. Once
again, the effort of the Senator from
Utah to treat unions and corporations
equally sounds good but just doesn’t
work.

There is no doubt that increased dis-
closure of election spending is a laud-
able goal. The Buckley decision explic-
itly upheld the disclosure provisions in
the Federal Election Campaign Act.
Disclosure is aimed at increasing the
information available to the voter.
That is a good thing. No one questions
the benefits of disclosure.

But disclosure requirements have to
be clear and well drafted. They have to
actually work. They can’t be too bur-
densome or they will chill constitu-
tionally protected speech. And they
can’t be one-sided, aimed at one player
in the election system and not at oth-
ers.

I am sorry to say that the provision
offered by Senator HATCH fails all of
these tests. First of all, his provision
only applies to unions and those cor-
porations that have shareholders. It
doesn’t cover businesses that don’t
have shareholders. It doesn’t cover
membership organizations such as the
NRA, the Sierra Club, National Right
to Life, or NARAL. Why should unions
have to report to their members how
much they are spending on get-out-the-
vote drives, while all of these advocacy
groups do not?
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The disclosure requirements are also
incredibly burdensome and confusing.
A union is required to send a report to
all of its members, and nonmember em-
ployees every year on the spending not
only of the union itself but all inter-
national, national, State, and local af-
filiates. And this is not a one-way
chain either. Nationals have to report
everything that locals do, and locals
have to report everything that nation-
als do. A corporation has to report on
the activities of all of its subsidiaries.

Now remember, this amendment is
not a requirement that these entities
file a report once a year to the FEC.
No, the reports have to be sent to every
union member or corporate share-
holder. A corporate PAC has to send a
report every year to all of the share-
holders of the corporation that is con-
nected to the PAC. The content of the
report is mostly going to be what the
PAC has always reported to the FEC.
What is the point of that?

Now as to what has to be reported,
the amendment is vague, almost unin-
telligible. Direct activities such as con-
tributions to candidates and political
parties have to be reported. I under-
stand what contributions are, but what
else does the term ‘‘direct activities”
contemplate? The amendment is silent
on that. In the definition of ‘‘political
activities,” which is what the general
disclosure requirement covers, the
amendment includes the following lan-
guage—‘‘disbursements for television
or radio broadcast time, print adver-
tising, or polling for political activi-
ties.” That is a circular definition.
What broadcast expenditures have to
be reported?

Certainly not commercials for prod-
ucts, but the amendment gives us no
real guidance. Public communications
that refer to and expressly advocate for
or against candidates are covered, but
corporations and unions are prohibited
from making those kinds of commu-
nications, and PACs already disclose
their spending to the FEC.

Finally, Mr. President, no matter
how hard the Senator from Utah has
tried to make this amendment seem
evenhanded, there can be no doubt that
the real purpose of this amendment is
to try to get information from unions
about their political spending. There is
nothing inherently wrong with that,
but any such disclosure requirements
just have to be evenhanded. These are
not, so I must oppose the amendment
and ask my colleagues who support re-
form to join me in voting to table it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, every
public company with shareholders is
mandated to send financial disclosures
to every shareholder—every public
company. This is not a burden, it is
done so they know how their money is
spent.

Labor union financial disclosures—
you would think they were already giv-
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ing disclosures to their members, but
they are not at all. The labor union fi-
nancial disclosures only go to the De-
partment of Labor and not to a single
union member. And for union members
to get those disclosures, they have to
show cause. That is how bad it is, and
that is how one sided it is.

I have heard these arguments that
the Hatch amendment does not go far
enough.

Some are trying to avoid disclosure
of corporate and union political ex-
penditures to shareholders and union
members on the grounds that the
Hatch amendment doesn’t make ideo-
logical groups, such as NRA, Sierra
Club, and other nonprofit advocacy
groups disclose their donors or expendi-
tures.

In response to that, I first note that
it is a clever ruse to try and change the
argument from disclosing expenditures
to disclosing donors.

As a constitutional matter, disclo-
sure of expenditures is fundamentally
different than disclosure of donors,
supporters, or members. Disclosure of
expenditures implicates no one’s free-
dom of association. Senator HATCH un-
derstands that and this is why he lim-
ited his amendment to disclosure of ex-
penditures only.

Moreover, the Hatch amendment lim-
its disclosure of expenditures to only
corporations and unions, and makes
sure that such disclosure only goes to
union members and shareholders, not
the general public.

He does not apply disclosure of polit-
ical expenditures to ideological groups
such as the Sierra Club or the NRA be-
cause people who join or contribute to
those groups know what those groups
advocate. This is not always so with
corporations and unions.

Moreover, Federal law mandates cer-
tain democratic procedures for the gov-
ernance of public companies under the
Securities and Exchange Act and the
labor laws. Federal law does not man-
date the internal governance of ideo-
logical groups. Under securities law
and labor law Congress has set up a re-
gime that imposed fiduciary duties on
union and corporate leaders to mem-
bers and shareholders and the Hatch
amendment helps ensure those duties
are fulfilled by shedding light on an
area of corporate and union activity
that supporters of McCain-Feingold are
intent on keeping in the dark.

Thus, my amendment is merely seek-
ing to improve the flow of information
in federally regulated entities that
Congress has already decided should
function as democratic institutions.
And we all know that transparency is
good for any democracy. But sup-
porters of McCain-Feingold are
strangely opposed to more trans-
parency and improved democracy in
labor unions—that I think flies in the
face of the rights of workers.

The argument that the requirements
of my disclosure amendment are too
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vague—this is my favorite argument.
Supporters of McCain-Feingold say
that the descriptions in the Hatch
amendment of activity that must be
disclosed are too vague and thus un-
fair.

The Hatch amendment requires cor-
porations and unions to disclose ex-
penditures for ‘‘political activity”
which is defined as:

Voter registration;

Voter identification or get-out-the-
vote activity;

A public communication that refers
to a clearly identified candidate for
Federal office that expressly advocates
support for or opposition to a can-
didate for Federal office; and

Disbursements for TV, radio, print
ads, or polling for any of the above.

Now that doesn’t seem that unclear
to me, but it is too vague for sup-
porters of McCain-Feingold. I find that
fascinating.

It is fascinating because when I read
McCain-Feingold, which they think is
perfectly fine, I see that it requires
State and local party committees to
not only report, but to pay for entirely
with hard money, the following in even
numbered years: ‘‘generic campaign ac-
tivity”’ which is defined as ‘‘an activity
that promotes a political party and
does not promote a candidate or non-
federal candidate.

Although it is far from clear to me, it
must be perfectly clear to supporters of
McCain-Feingold what constitutes ‘“‘an
activity that promotes a political
party’ since they are not complaining
about vagueness in the underlying bill.

Under S. 27, State parties must re-
port and use hard money for

A public communication that refers to a
clearly identified candidate for federal office
. . . that promotes or supports a candidate
for that office, or attacks or opposes a can-
didate for that office.

Again, I find it interesting that no
one is complaining about how vague
this provision is. It does not say how to
figure out when an ad ‘‘promotes or
supports’ or attacks or opposes’ a can-
didate. McCain-Feingold doesn’t even
say who is supposed to figure that out.
But this is just fine. Only the Hatch
amendment is too vague.

I think it is pretty clear what is
going on here.

Let’s be clear about what my amend-
ment does. It requires unions and cor-
poration to disclose their political ex-
penditures. It does not require the dis-
closure of any contributors or the
name of a single union member or
shareholder. By focusing solely on dis-
closure of expenditures, the Hatch
amendment avoids the constitutional
infirmities of Snowe-Jeffords and other
legislation that requires disclosure of
donors to advocacy groups. Merely dis-
closing an organization’s political ex-
penditures implicates no one’s free as-
sociation rights.

Moreover, this amendment is nar-
rowly tailored insofar as it requires
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disclosure of union political expendi-
tures only to union members and fee
payers and disclosure of corporate po-
litical expenditures only to corporate
shareholders. So it is not even disclo-
sure of expenditures to the general
public.

It simply ensures that shareholders
and union members will have clear, un-
derstandable information about how
their agents—union officials and cor-
porate executives—are using the
money they entrust to them.

Under existing law, neither share-
holders nor union members get such in-
formation. Why should they not have
it, it is their money. Why can’t they
see how it is being spent.

Let’s examine the arguments being
used by proponents of McCain-Feingold
against this amendment:

First, it is not fair because only
unions engage in the types of political
activity covered: Many have said only
unions and no corporations do GOTV
activity, voter identification, voter
registration, leafletting, phone bank,
volunteer recruitment and training,
and myriad of other party building ac-
tivities that would have to be disclosed
under this legislation. Thus, they say
the amendment is not balanced.

They are right that no corporation
does these basic party building activi-
ties the way unions do them for Demo-
crats.

Corporations give PAC contributions,
which are already subject to limits and
fully disclosed under existing law.
They also give soft money contribu-
tions to political parties that are fully
disclosed under existing law and will be
eliminated under McCain-Feingold.
Corporations also run some issues ads
around election time, that will be
banned for 60 days before a general
election or 30 days before a primary, as
will union issue ads.

So McCain-Feingold already pretty
well takes care of what corporations
do, but does not touch the key things
that unions do for Democrats—the
groundgame. On our side, no corpora-
tions do or ever will do the kind of
GOTV, and other groundgame activi-
ties unions do for Democrats.

But all Democrats support banning
party soft money, which is the only re-
source Republicans have to counter the
massive groundgame unions do for
Democrats. Without soft money, the
Democrats ground game will go on
thanks to their unions allies, but the
Republican counter to the unions
groundgame is eviscerated.

This amendment wouldn’t stop or
otherwise hinder the unions ground
game, it would just bring it out into
the light of day and disclose to union
members who pay for it. But no, we
can’t do that, it’s not fair to attach
that to McCain-Feingold. That would
not be fair and balanced. But disarming
the GOP in the face of the union
groundgame is fair to supporters of
McCain-Feingold?
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Second, disclosure under this amend-
ment would discourage participation
through GOTV activity and voter reg-
istration and other activities these en-
tities do. This argument only makes
sense if we assume that when union
members or corporate shareholders
learn about the political activities
unions and corporations engage in that
they will be outraged and rise up using
the mechanisms of corporate and union
democracy to oust the union and cor-
porate officials using their money for
GOTYV and other political activities.

To this I can only say that if union
members and corporate shareholders
would react in this way, so what. They
have a right to pass judgment on how
their money is spent and if they dis-
agree to ensure that it is used for pur-
poses with which they agree. Why keep
them in the dark about how much of
their money is used for various kinds
of political activity? If unions are the
happy, democratic institutions Demo-
crats claim, what do union leaders
have to fear from sunlight?

The only other argument for saying
that disclosure of expenditures would
diminish such activity is that it is
overly burdensome.

This argument has little merit. We
just passed a law last year that re-
quires even the puniest section 527 or-
ganization to disclose any ‘‘expendi-
ture” for any purpose in excess of $200.
No one claimed it was too great a bur-
den for them. These groups are man-
aging and they do not have nearly the
resources of the AFL-CIO, Teamsters,
NEA, and other unions.

Unions and corporation would just do
what section 527 groups already do, and
what political parties already do—hire
an extra accountant and maybe a law-
yer. That is not too much when you are
the Teamsters and you take in over
$300,000,000 a year.

If opponents of this amendment were
truly concerned about voter turnout,
voter education, and voter participa-
tion, they would rail against the fact
that McCain-Feingold requires the na-
tional as well as State and local polit-
ical parties to use 100 percent hard
money, thereby eliminating most of
the resources available to our parties
for their GOTV, voter identification,
voter registration, and other activities
that increase participation and turn-
out.

How is mere disclosure of union and
corporate political activity more dam-
aging to voter participation and edu-
cation than elimination of over one-
third of the resources our parties have
to do this?

Maybe gutting the parties isn’t so
bad because Democrats know that
unions will carry the water for them on
all of these groundgame activities
while McCain-Feingold will ensure that
the Republican Party cannot match
the unions’ effort.

This is a one-sided bill that basically
is not fair, and it is certainly not fair
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to union men and women. These work-
ers deserve to know for just what their
union dues are being spent. All we are
asking for is disclosure, something in
this computer age they can do with
ease if they want to, something in this
computer age they ought to do because
it is essential, something in this com-
puter age they must do because it is
not fair not to. To try to cloud the
issue by saying we should disclose the
donors—that is not the issue. The issue
is expenditures, expenditures, expendi-
tures; and the issue, the real issue, if
we really want to do something about
campaign finance reform, is disclosure,
disclosure, disclosure. That is all I am
asking for.

I reserve the remainder of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am about
to yield to my colleague from Michi-
gan. We on this side, the opponents,
have been talking about labor unions. I
want to make a point as I read this
amendment. People buy and sell stock
with some regularity. You can buy one
share of stock, as I read this amend-
ment, for one day and technically be
defined as a shareholder of a corpora-
tion, even if you held the stock for
only 15 minutes. As this amendment is
crafted, if there was then an internal
communication by that corporation
during that year of some political mes-
sage, despite the fact that I may have
held one stock for 15 minutes as a
shareholder, that corporation is then
required to send me all this disclosure
information about that corporation’s
political activity.

That is incredible to me. It doesn’t
distinguish how long you are a share-
holder, so a shareholder for 15 minutes,
who bought and held the stock for 15
minutes and then sold the stock again,
would be required to get this informa-
tion.

We talk about the negative effect on
organized labor. If you are a corporate
shareholder and this amendment is
adopted, you ought to shudder, in
terms of the amount of information
you will be getting.

But let me yield 3 minutes to my col-
league from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this
amendment is indeed omnerous, cum-
bersome, and confusing. It not only
chills first amendment association
rights, it makes a mockery of those
rights.

I want to use a few of the words from
the amendment, words that were left
out by my good friend from Utah who,
by the way, is celebrating his birthday
today. I think we all want to congratu-
late him. I heard it on the radio today.
Senator HATCH, I won’t disclose the
age—except to say it is a few months
older than I-—and I would like to wish
happy birthday to our good friend from
Utah.
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Let me take one example of the con-
fusing words in this amendment which
make it impossible, it seems to me, to
be implemented: An expenditure which
directly or indirectly—directly or indi-
rectly—is made for an internal commu-
nication that relates to a political
cause.

I cannot imagine how any corpora-
tion or union could conceivably keep
track of the direct or indirect expendi-
ture that relates to an internal com-
munication that relates to a political
cause. ‘‘Political cause’ is not defined,
by the way. We have the words ‘‘polit-
ical activity” defined in ways which,
for the most part, only apply to unions
and not to corporations. But that is a
different problem. That is the problem
of the paper parity—an amendment
which appears to apply to corporations.
If it did, it would be totally impossible
for a corporation to comply with, as
our good friend from Connecticut just
said. But it is really aimed at labor
unions because the activities which are
identified are mainly the political ac-
tivities in which unions engage.

But the point is, these words are so
extraordinarily vague. Imagine a union
at every level trying to keep track of
the indirect costs of an internal com-
munication that relates to a political
cause—whatever all of that means.
This is a burdensome and onerous re-
quirement. I think it is confusing, and
it is cumbersome.

Again, it is devastating to a right
which all of us—Democrats and Repub-
licans—ought to protect, which is the
right of free association.

I close by reminding our colleagues
that this applies to members of labor
unions who join that union, and not to
nonmembers. This is intended to con-
trol the rights of voluntary association
and its members. This is an intrusion,
and a heavy interference in the rights
of association. It places impossible bur-
dens on an association to keep track of
every single expenditure and every in-
ternal communication that could indi-
rectly—I am using the words of the
amendment—relate to a political
cause.

None of those words are defined.

It is an onerous interference with the
first amendment right of association.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAPO). Five minutes.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Utah for of-
fering this amendment. This does not
have anything to do with how the
unions raise their money. We already
voted down yesterday the opportunity
for union members to get a refund of
union dues spent on causes with which
they don’t agree.

So the AFL-CIO is essentially bat-
ting 1,000 so far.

All this is about is simple disclosure.

I remember last year when the sec-
tion 527 bill came up. We did not hear

(Mr.
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anybody saying that it was a poison
pill or that it was too burdensome.
Why is all of a sudden a simple disclo-
sure burdensome, as Senator HATCH
pointed out. For a union member to
find out how the money of his or her
union is spent, he has to go over to the
Department of Labor and establish just
cause to be permitted to see how the
funds have been spent.

Every corporation in America does
more disclosure than that. They send
out annual reports to shareholders. No
union does that.

This is about as mild as it gets. All
we are asking is for a simple disclosure
to the public and to union members of
how this money is spent.

It doesn’t restrict their spending of
the money. It doesn’t in any way ham-
per their ability to raise the money.
Simple disclosure is all the Hatch
amendment is about, disclosure and
sunlight.

What is there to hide? After all, this
money comes from union members.
Why are they not entitled, without
having to buy a plane ticket and fly to
the Department of Labor and convince
some bureaucrat they have just cause
to be permitted to see the records of
how their union spent their money last
year?

It seems to me that this is very basic
and not very onerous.

It is interesting to listen to the oppo-
nents of this amendment try to think
of arguments against it. About all they
can come up with is it is burdensome.

It is also burdensome to have your
dues taken and spent in ways that you
are not entitled to find out unless you
buy a plane ticket to come to the De-
partment of Labor and sit down with
some bureaucrat and establish just
cause.

I do not know what the AFL-CIO is
afraid of on this.

I assume the votes will not be there
to approve this amendment because it
is pretty clear that anything that has
any impact whatsoever on organized
labor—anything, any inconvenience,
and now even simple disclosure and
sunlight—is perceived as a poison pill.
That is where we are in this debate.

I hope the Hatch amendment will be
agreed to.

The reason paycheck protection
didn’t get more votes last night, of
course, is because it also applied to
corporations. And there are a number
of Members on our side who didn’t
want to apply that to corporations.

This is plain. It is simple. It is under-
standable, and it is essential to a func-
tioning democracy.

It seems to me that this is an oppor-
tunity for the Senate, if it is serious
about disclosure, to give union mem-
bers and the public an opportunity to
understand how union dues are spent.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will yield
back time, but I wish to read what the
amendment says: Itemize all spending,
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internal communications to members
or shareholders, external communica-
tions to anyone else by any means of
transmission for any purpose on any
topic that relates to any Member of
Congress or person who is a Federal
candidate, any political party or any
political cause total.

This is so broad that I can’t imagine
anyone, whether from a business per-
spective or labor perspective, would
vote for this amendment. It is not ap-
propriate to include such an over broad
and vague amendment on a constitu-
tionally sensitive campaign finance re-
form bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Just add the words ‘‘di-
rectly or indirectly.”

Mr. DODD. That is right.

We urge rejection of this amendment.
I am happy to yield back all of our
time.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this
is an opportunity for members of
unions to find out how their dues are
being spent without buying a plane
ticket, going to the Department of
Labor, and trying to find out through
that difficult process.

I yield my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.]

YEAS—60
Akaka Dayton Lieberman
Baucus Dodd Lincoln
Bayh Dorgan McCain
Biden Durbin Mikulski
Bingaman Edwards Miller
Boxer Ensign Murray
Breaux Feingold Nelson (FL)
Byrd Feinstein Nelson (NE)
Campbell Graham Reed
Cantwell Harkin Reid
Carnahan Hollings Rockefeller
Carper Inouye Sarbanes
Chafee Jeffords Schumer
Cleland Johnson Snowe
Clinton Kennedy Specter
Cochran Kerry Stabenow
Collins Kohl Thompson
Conrad Landrieu Torricelli
Corzine Leahy Wellstone
Daschle Levin Wyden

NAYS—40
Allard Gramm Nickles
Allen Grassley Roberts
Bennett Gregg Santorum
Bond Hagel Sessions
Brownback Hatch Shelby
Bunning Helms Smith (NH)
Burps Hutch}nson Smith (OR)
Craig Hutchison Stevens
Crapo Inhofe Thomas
DeWine Kyl
Domenici Lott Thgrm{)nd
Bnzi Lugar Voinovich
Fitzgerald McConnell Warner
Frist Murkowski

The motion was agreed to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I want
to take a minute to say that I think we
all agree we are making very good
progress. I also want to point out that
we don’t have any idea yet how many
amendments remain. It is about time
now in this process that we get an idea
of how many remaining amendments
there are.

The majority leader is trying to fig-
ure out whether we should stay in to-
morrow, and even Saturday, in order to
complete our work. I am not sure I can
agree to us not remaining in session,
unless we have some idea as to the
number of remaining amendments and
how we continue to address those.

Look, everybody knows the Senator
from Alaska is going on a trip to Alas-
ka next Thursday night and is intent
on doing that. I don’t want to interfere
with that. I don’t want us to go out
early tomorrow, or at any time, until
we have some idea as to how we can
bring this to an end, hopefully, by next
Thursday or Friday.

I hope Members will let Senators
McCoONNELL and DoDD know of their
amendments. That doesn’t mean there
won’t be one or two additional amend-
ments or additional second degrees.
But we ought to know about how many
amendments remain so we can have an
idea as to how much time we need to
use over the weekend.

I thank my friend from Mississippi
for a very important amendment that
will take advantage of the new tech-
nology we have, as far as increasing
full disclosure and informing the
American people.

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will yield,
I want to underscore what the Senator
from Arizona has said. We have consid-
ered, I think, eight amendments since
we began on Tuesday. Now, we have
taken a lot of time. Some of them have
been lengthy debates. The amendment
we are about to consider will be fin-
ished in about a half hour. It is a non-
controversial amendment, one that
will add substantially to the bill. But
we have about 30, at least, amendments
on the Democratic side. While many
amendments probably will not be of-
fered, I don’t know that yet.

I underscore what the Senator said,
that we need to take advantage of this
opportunity. Several Members have
said, “I will do it next week.” That
crowd is beginning to grow for next
week. If we only handle 8 or 10 amend-
ments this week, I am not overly opti-
mistic that we will be able to handle
the numbers I see in 4 or 5 days next
week. It will be important to pare the
list down. I urge Members to do so.
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With that, I thank my colleague from
Mississippi for yielding. I support his
amendment. There are several people
who want to speak on it. Senator
LANDRIEU from Louisiana would like to
be heard as well on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

AMENDMENT NO. 137
(Purpose: To provide for increased
disclosure)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 137:

On page 38, after line 3, add the following:

TITLE V—ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE
PROVISIONS
SEC. 501. INTERNET ACCESS TO RECORDS.

Section 304(a)(11)(B) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
434(a)(11)(B)) is amended to read as follows:

“(B) The Commission shall make a des-
ignation, statement, report, or notification
that is filed with the Commission under this
Act available for inspection by the public in
the offices of the Commission and accessible
to the public on the Internet not later than
48 hours (24 hours in the case of a designa-
tion, statement, report, or notification filed
electronically) after receipt by the Commis-
sion.”.

SEC. 502. MAINTENANCE OF WEBSITE OF ELEC-
TION REPORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Election
Commission shall maintain a central site on
the Internet to make accessible to the public
all election-related reports.

(b) ELECTION-RELATED REPORT.—In this
section, the term ‘‘election-related report”
means any report, designation, or statement
required to be filed under the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971.

(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
Any executive agency receiving an election-
related report shall cooperate and coordinate
with the Federal Election Commission to
make such report available for posting on
the site of the Federal Election Commission
in a timely manner.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I al-
lowed the clerk to read the entire
amendment so the Senate would be
fully informed of the exact provisions
of this amendment.

It does, purely and simply, what it
says it does. It requires the filing of
the posting by the Federal Election
Commission of any filing made with
the Commission on the Internet. In the
case of filings made electronically, the
posting will be done under the terms of
this amendment within 24 hours. As far
as other filings are concerned, those
that may be filed without electronic
dissemination through the Commis-
sion, or receipt in any other way, shall
be posted within 48 hours.

We have discussed the amendment
and the question of enforceability and
compliance with the Federal Election
Commission representatives. We have
been assured that this can be managed,
it can be administered by the Federal
Election Commission.

The
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It is also important to note there are
a number of reports required under this
act we are taking up now, an amend-
ment to the 1971 act that would require
filings by other than candidates for
Federal office. At this time, most of
the filings that are done are for can-
didates. I am hopeful that under the
terms of this act we are considering
now, the amendment to the Federal
Election Campaign Act, we will have
much more disclosure. I think, for ex-
ample, the amendment we have already
adopted, offered by the distinguished
Senators from Maine and Vermont, Ms.
SNOWE and Mr. JEFFORDS, will require
more disclosure to be made about who
is spending money to influence the out-
come of Federal elections, and how
that money is being spent.

These disclosures will be made under
the McCain-Feingold bill. They will be
subject to the posting provisions of
this amendment.

It is my hope, too, that other Federal
agencies which may receive election-
related reports, as defined in section
502 of this amendment, will cooperate
with the Federal Election Commission
and make those reports available to
the Federal Election Commission so it
may post on a central Internet Web
site all election-related reports relat-
ing to Federal election campaigns.

This will make it a lot simpler and
easier for the general public. It will
make it easier for candidates, anybody
interested in Federal election cam-
paigns, to go to one site and find there,
through links maybe to other agencies
or otherwise on this Internet site, all
of the receipts, disbursements, and dis-
closures required by the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act.

We hope this is a step toward fuller
disclosure, disclosure that really does
create greater access by the public to
what is going on in Federal election
campaigns. I am hopeful the Senate
will agree to the amendment.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield to my friend from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am look-
ing at section 502 of the Senator’s
amendment, subsection (B), in how he
defines all election-related reports. I
know the Senator’s intent, and I ap-
plaud it. I think it would be absolutely
desirable to have a central point, a re-
pository totally transparent to the
public.

The Senator’s amendment says that
all election-related reports are those
required ‘‘to be filed under the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971.”

I am wondering if the Senator’s in-
tent is to require the reports of section
527 groups whose reports are already
posted on the Internet separately.
Those are a requirement of the IRS
Code.

Also, does it require the FEC to put
on the Internet what we call LM-2
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forms filed with the Department of
Labor, since all of these forms ac-
knowledge labor PACs? In my mind,
they fall under the all election-related
reports. It just so happens there are
others outside the 1971 law.

There is another, and this is one I
find interesting. It is related to munic-
ipal securities dealers pursuant to
what is known as the MSRB rule G-37,
which I know absolutely nothing
about, other than to say there is a re-
quirement for filing under that law be-
cause Federal candidates sometimes
can have bond-related responsibilities.

George W. Bush, as Governor of
Texas, had bond-related responsibil-
ities and probably had to do filings.
Those are election-related filings, but
because they are not under the 1971
law, they would not necessarily fall
under the Senator’s definition.

I know the intent of the Senator
from Mississippi, and I applaud his in-
tent. The question is, Is it as all inclu-
sive as he intends it to be because the
Senator has limited it to the 1971 law,
and there are now other laws we have
grown through over the last good num-
ber of years that indicate other elec-
tion-related activities?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his question and
also for his comments to further ex-
plain the possible inclusiveness of
paragraph (c) of section 502. This is not
an absolute requirement of law under
paragraph (c). It is an encouragement.
It is almost like a sense-of-Congress
resolution when we encourage the co-
operation and coordination with the
Federal Election Commission. We use
the word ‘‘shall.”

I do not know that in a contest in
litigation this would be enforced by the
courts, but we hope the spirit of it is
conveyed by the use of the words ‘‘co-
operate and coordinate with”’ the Fed-
eral Election Commission.

I do not want to create within the
Federal Election Commission the idea
that they are superimposed over all
other Federal agencies and depart-
ments and can summons them or re-
quire of them transferring information
and documents to the FEC for exhi-
bition on this Internet site, but it is
our hope that this language will en-
courage the cooperation and coordina-
tion of these other Federal agencies
that might receive reports, such as the
ones described by the Senator from
Idaho, so the FEC can put all of these
in one central location on a Web site.
They can do this through linking to
other agencies and departments on the
Internet.

As the Senator knows, that is one
way to deal with this, on the central-
ized Web site of the FEC to provide op-
portunities and cross-references to
other agencies and identify documents
that are election-related reports. That
is our hope.

The wording of it might be a little
awkward. I am happy for the Senator

4309

to suggest a better way to say it, but
that is the intent.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield
for one last question?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, FEC re-
ports are only filed with the FEC and
the Secretary of the Senate. They are
filed nowhere else in our Government.
In subsection (c), the Senator talks
about coordinating with other agen-
cies:

Any executive agency receiving an elec-
tion-related report shall cooperate and co-
ordinate with the Federal Election Commis-
sion. . . .

I sense a confusion there in how that
gets supplied. You file with no one else
but the FEC as a Federal candidate.
The FEC files with no one else, and
there is no relationship to these filings
now of the kind I have mentioned—the
bond brokerage issue with the broker
having to file and the IRS-related
issue. Those are all stand-alones, if you
will, and also the Internet LM-2 form
filed with the Department of Labor.

I want to agree with the Senator in
creating a central repository.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield to me and let me ask for his reac-
tion to this, can we put in the first sec-
tion ‘‘included, but not limited to, elec-
tion-related reports’”? Paragraph (b)
means any report, designation, or
statement required to be filed with the
Commission—included but not limited
to. Let’s put that in between ‘‘election-
related report’” and the word ‘‘means.”

Mr. CRAIG. We are all concerned
about clarity, and I was concerned——

Mr. COCHRAN. I would not want to
limit it just to the Federal Election
Campaign Act, but I did not want any-
body to think we were giving the FEC
the authority to require other agencies
to file their reports with the FEC. We
wanted to use ‘‘cooperate and coordi-
nate.”

Mr. CRAIG. But, of course, if the
Senator is intent on creating a central
repository with true transparency and
these are other valuable reports—for
example, the report filed with the
Labor Department is labor unions and
PACs and their filings which have valu-
able disclosure information in them.

I am not sure we want to be that
vague. That is my frustration.

Mr. COCHRAN. I also do not want to
presume to list every report that is an
election-related report, hence the use
of a general description of what we are
talking about. We do want to include
any and all reports that are required to
be filed under the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 and the amend-
ments to that.

We think the amendments are in-
cluded in the words ‘‘Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971,” including the
amendments of 1974 and the one we are
considering in the Senate today, which
is an amendment to the 1971 act. We
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want to include all filings required by
that law and all amendments to that
law. That is understood.

We also want to include, by way of
suggesting cooperation and coordina-
tion with other Federal agencies and
departments, any other election-re-
lated reports, and the Senator has cor-
rectly identified several. Those all
should be included, in my view, in the
meaning and the intent of this amend-
ment and should be so construed by
any court of law or any administrative
agency with responsibility for enforc-
ing this amendment.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield.

Mr. CRAIG. To our knowledge, there
are only the three we have mentioned.
Absolute clarity suggests you put
those three in the text of your amend-
ment and then say ‘‘and any addi-
tional”’ or others that may come along.

Obviously, if your amendment be-
comes the law and other reports are re-
quired that might be outside the scope
of the 1971 law, you would identify
them with your law and make them a
requirement of that filing for purposes
of Internet access.

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator.
I think his suggestions have been help-
ful.

We have staff on the floor who have
been working on the drafting of the
amendment for several days and con-
sulting with the FEC and representa-
tives of the committee of jurisdiction.

Let me have a chance to address the
concerns of the Senator with some sug-
gested modification language and dis-
cuss this with him and the chairman
and ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee, which has jurisdiction over this
subject.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Senator.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy for the
Senator to be recognized in her own
right and speak to the issues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to support Senator
COCHRAN in his amendment. I think it
is an excellent amendment and goes a
long way toward moving to a more full
and complete disclosure.

I understand some of the questions
that have been raised. But as I read
this amendment, it is very good. We
are doing this in Louisiana and perhaps
other States, learning how to use this
new technology in many good ways.

It helps our campaign finance system
be more transparent. For instance, the
Senator is correct; you can take a
State such as Louisiana and simply
make this requirement for our State
agency to make all of these reports
available over the Internet on one Web
site so people don’t have to search
through a variety of Web sites.

I commend the Senator for his
amendment. I support his amendment
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and urge the Senator, unless absolutely
necessary, not to adjust the amend-
ment. It is very clear. It simply takes
the law and all the reports and urges
the FEC to put them in one central
site. It will make it easier for our con-
stituents, easier for the news media,
easier for us to follow those reports.

I will have an amendment later tak-
ing this a step further and requiring
the FEC to develop standardized soft-
ware which will make it much easier
for everyone to file the required re-
ports in a timely fashion. My amend-
ment will take this a step further by
requiring it to be almost instanta-
neously reported. Deposit a check in
your bank account, and it will appear
on the Internet. People can follow the
flow of money.

There are many disagreements about
limits and whether there should be
caps or no caps, and should broad-
casters have to give special rates or
reasonable rates—since I voted for that
amendment, ‘‘reasonable rates’—for
political candidates.

Frankly, in my general discussions
with Senator MCCAIN and Senator
FEINGOLD and many people on both
sides who support campaign finance re-
form, the one area on which we all
agree is more disclosure. The one thing
everybody says, opponents of McCain-
Feingold as well as proponents, is that
we should be coming forward more ag-
gressively in our disclosure.

That is what the amendment of Sen-
ator COCHRAN does. I compliment him
for that. I urge my colleagues to look
favorably upon it. I thank him for the
work he is doing in regard to campaign
finance reform. I hope we don’t change
this amendment too much. It is quite
simple and very good in its current
form.

Later on today, I will propose my
amendment that will make it a virtual
reality check on all campaign con-
tributions coming in from a variety of
different sources and make it much
easier for Members to be held account-
able for moneys we are collecting and
the votes we cast. The Cochran amend-
ment is very good, and I hope we will
adopt it.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

March 22, 2001

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent my colleague proceed as
in morning business so the time will
not come off consideration of the
amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I re-
quest I be permitted to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague.

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask the distin-
guished Senator how much time he
wishes to speak because we are work-
ing on an amendment we hope can be
adopted pretty soon.

Mr. CONRAD. Maybe 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for approximately 5
minutes.

——
THE BUDGET

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, yester-
day in my role as ranking member on
the Senate Budget Committee, I met
with Senator DOMENICI, the chairman
of the Senate Budget Committee. He
informed me he intended not to have a
markup of the budget in the Budget
Committee but to come directly to the
floor of the Senate. This was pursuant
to a request I had made that we pro-
ceed to schedule a markup in the com-
mittee. I told him I thought a decision
not to have a markup in the Budget
Committee would be a mistake.

We have never had a circumstance in
which we have tried to bring a budget
for the United States to the floor of the
Senate without the Budget Committee,
which has the primary responsibility,
meeting first to hammer out an agree-
ment. Senator DOMENICI, the chairman
of the Budget Committee, told me he
believes it will be impossible for us to
reach an agreement. I don’t know how
anyone can be certain of that before we
have tried.

I hope very much that he will—and I
asked Senator DOMENICI yesterday to
reconsider to give us a chance to de-
bate and discuss the budget in the
Budget Committee and to have votes.

That is how we make decisions.

I still hold some optimism that after
discussion and debate we might find
agreement. It might not be on pre-
cisely what the President has proposed.
Someone recommended yesterday that
we try to agree on a 1-year budget.

But we have a country that has some
serious challenges. Anybody who has
been watching the markets knows they
continue to decline, and decline pre-
cipitously. While it is true that the
best immediate response is monetary
policy and the Federal Reserve Board
lowering interest rates, that has now
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been done three times, and still the
slide continues, and still we see warn-
ing signals about the economy. We see
Japan in a perilous position. We have
had a serious energy shock in this
country. We see high levels of indi-
vidual debt in America. We see very
dramatic weakness in the financial
markets.

I personally believe we have an obli-
gation and a responsibility to try to re-
spond as quickly as possible. I think
that means, on the fiscal policy side,
we fast-forward the parts of the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax cut to try to pro-
vide some stimulus to this economy.

We can wait, and we can doddle and
deliberate, or we can act. I hope very
much that we take the opportunity to
work in the Budget Committee to try
to find common ground, to try to find
a basis on which we can agree so we
can get a swift response on the fiscal
side to provide some confidence to the
American people, to provide some con-
fidence that their Government is re-
sponding to what is happening in their
daily lives.

Some have said, well, if you agree on
something that is other than precisely
what the President has proposed, that
will be seen as a defeat for the Presi-
dent. I don’t think we need to be in
that position. I think we can find per-
haps an overall global agreement that
would be seen as a win for the country,
a win for the President, and a win for
the Congress. Nobody is defeated, no-
body is hurt, but that collectively we
have worked together to do what is
best for the country.

I really think we can do that, and at
the end of the day it might be precisely
what the President has proposed. But
it may well enjoy his support. The fact
is, circumstances have changed. He
made a proposal during the campaign. I
didn’t agree with every part of it, but I
respect him for doing it. The question
now is, What do we do in light of what
we face today? It does not need to be
exactly what was proposed more than a
year ago. Circumstances have changed.
We have a requirement and a responsi-
bility to respond to what is occurring.

I am again asking Senator DOMENICI
to reconsider. I am asking colleagues
on both sides to urge Senator DOMENICI
to reconsider. The Members on the
Budget Committee have been very dili-
gent in their responsibilities. We had
an outstanding set of hearings. We
ought to debate and discuss a budget
resolution for this country before it
comes to the floor of the Senate. I
think it really invites chaos to come
out here with the Budget Committee
for the first time ever failing to even
meet and failing to even try. What
kind of procedure is that?

I hope very much that Members of
goodwill will get together in this
Chamber and try to do what is best for
the country and try to go through the
kind of process we normally do to
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reach agreement. This idea that we
predict failure before we have tried I
think is a mistake. We ought to try de-
bate and we ought to discuss and vote
and provide some leadership so that we
have a budget resolution out on the
floor that has been carefully vetted by
the Members who have the primary re-
sponsibility—the Senate Budget Com-
mittee.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this has
been cleared with the managers of the
bill, Senators DoDD and MCCONNELL.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD,
be recognized for 5 minutes as if in
morning business, and following that
Senator HOLLINGS be recognized for 10
minutes as if in morning business, and
the time not count against the amend-
ment that has been filed by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog-
nized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you,
President.

I am pleased that the distinguished
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee is still on the floor because I
rise at this point not to talk about
campaign finance reform but to strong-
ly agree with the comments he has
made.

I am very pleased to be a member of
the Budget Committee. It is something
I wanted to have an opportunity to do
when I came here because it was the
issue on which I ran originally—and I
believe the issue on which the Senator
from North Dakota ran—getting this
country’s fiscal situation under con-
trol. That is actually the most impor-
tant thing we can do. If you care pas-
sionately about campaign finance re-
form, nothing is more important than
the appropriate and thoughtful budg-
eting of the people’s resources. I am
grateful for his extremely skilled lead-
ership on our side in the Budget Com-
mittee.

I am pleased to join with the ranking
member of the Budget Committee and
my colleagues on the committee to
talk about the need for the markup in
our committee of the concurrent budg-
et resolution.

I, too, was disappointed to hear our
chairman indicate that he may not
convene a markup. I believe his stated
reason is that he does not want to con-
duct a markup unless he can be assured
the resulting product will have the sup-
port of a majority of the committee.

I very much hope the chairman will
reconsider his decision.

The principal work of a member of
that committee and the reason we are
so eager to be a part of that committee
and, frankly, one of the best parts of

Mr.
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being in the Senate for me has been the
experience of going through the mark-
up of a budget resolution. It is ex-
tremely interesting, and it is ex-
tremely important in terms of the pri-
orities of our country. Forgoing a
markup renders membership on that
committee much less meaningful.

As many of my colleagues may know,
the inability of the Budget Committee
to muster a majority to report out a
bill would not prevent the Senate from
considering a budget resolution. The
precedents of the Senate provide for
just such gridlock.

Unfortunately, it appears that this
very precedent will be used to cir-
cumvent the committee entirely, leav-
ing the writing of the budget resolu-
tion to unelected staff.

While this might have little practical
effect on just about any other bill
where debate and amendment are much
more open, debate on the budget reso-
lution is severely constrained.

We are warning our few colleagues,
including the Presiding Officer, that we
are about to experience ‘‘vote-arama’
where we vote on scores of amend-
ments with just a few minutes’ notice
because of the inability to find time
and to have time for people to actually
fully debate amendments on the budget
resolution.

Stringent germaneness standards se-
verely restrict the ability of the body
to amend the resolution, and those
standards flow from the baseline reso-
lution that comes to the Senate.

This makes the work of the Budget
Committee on the resolution all the
more important. The threshold for
adopting an amendment can be a sim-
ple majority, or a supermajority, de-
pending on the underlying structure of
the concurrent resolution crafted by
the Budget Committee.

The chairman has considerable say in
the way the concurrent resolution is
structured even with a committee
markup. But others on the Budget
Committee should have a say as well.

We are in an unusual posture with an
evenly divided Senate and evenly di-
vided committees. Perhaps we are the
victims of some ancient curse, having
to ‘‘legislate in interesting times.”

But these ‘“‘interesting times’ are all
the more reason to respect the rights
of Members to participate fully in their
respective committees.

I simply wanted to rise to strongly
agree with the ranking member that
we need to have a markup in the Budg-
et Committee.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Chair
and my distinguished colleague from
Arizona.

Mr. President, I just want to reem-
phasize the point made by the Senators
from North Dakota and Wisconsin rel-
ative to a markup of the budget in the
Budget Committee.
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Yesterday morning, Marjorie Wil-
liams had an intriguing op-ed piece in
the Washington Post emphasizing that
the key watchword of the Bush admin-
istration is ‘‘transparency,” ‘‘trans-
parency.” Apparently, at every turn,
the emphasis has been: We’re trans-
parent. We’re transparent. We’re open.

This bemuses this particular Senator
because the one thing they are abso-
lutely nontransparent about is the
budget. I have been trying, as a former
chairman of the Budget Committee—
and working here now for 25 years on
this particular problem—to get the
President’s budget figures. We have
had different people make some very
interesting, amusing, and entertaining
appearances on C-SPAN, but nobody
has pointed out the actual outlays and
the spending in the President’s budget.

We are on a collision course. What
will happen come April 1st, under the
budget rule, the majority leader can
propose and lay down a budget, and
start debating. If that is the game
plan, we are headed now on a course of
a train wreck. That is not going to fly.

We do not have any idea of the fig-
ures. And to just vote willy-nilly as an
exercise, to bypass all proceedings of
the budget in the Budget Committee,
just to get it to a conference, and then
to mark up, for the first time, what the
President wants, is really the process
of arrogance.

It is disturbing how little confidence
the market has in us—in the Congress
and the President—at this particular
time. They see the Congress headed in
one direction, and the President run-
ning around, continuing in his cam-
paign, talking about the budget. He is
out selling his so-called tax cut and
budget everywhere but in the Budget
Committee. We do not know exactly
what he wants for defense, education,
housing, and transportation. These are
all important items to be discussed.

At the beginning—weeks back—not
having a real detailed budget, I
thought we should take this year’s
budget—that we passed only in Decem-
ber—and just more or less have a budg-
et freeze like you would have as a Gov-
ernor. You would just take the Presi-
dent’s budget and debate what cuts you
had on there, and say, for any in-
creases—the so-called pay-go rule—
that you had to have offsets, and then
hold up on the tax cuts until it became
apparent whether it was going to be a
soft or hard landing.

I have to say in the same breath, this
is a hard enough landing for this Sen-
ator. And rather than hold up, I have
amended my initiative to put in an im-
mediate economic stimulus package in
the Finance Committee. But my budg-
et is in the Budget Committee. I have
written the chairman and asked him to
please let me know when we are going
to have a markup so we can discuss my
budget, the President’s budget, and any
and all budgets.
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This is, as I say, the process of arro-
gance in which the debate and the con-
sideration of the individual Senators
and their opinions makes no difference
in the committee. It is a ritual: Now
that we have the bare majority, what
we have to do is ram through—right
now—what we want, irrespective of any
debate or consideration. That is going
to erode the confidence we have in the
White House and the confidence the
White House has in the Congress itself.

The market sees this. I think we
really are eroding confidence. You are
going to see more downturns in the
economy, and everything else, until we
quit running around and come back
home and start working together on
the nation’s problems.

I see the distinguished President out
talking about the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. That is not before the Congress
right now. But we are out politicking
on different campaign issues. But if we
could show a willingness to work to-
gether, I think we would be much bet-
ter off. I have not seen the likes of this
in my years, and particularly with re-
spect to the budget.

The budget process was instituted as
a result of some 13 appropriations bills,
and we did not have one look-see at the
Government spending in its entirety.
So we put in these particular rules so
that we could facilitate a complete and
comprehensive debate and treatment of
the Government’s financial needs.

Those rules are restrictions to help
move it along—a mammoth Govern-
ment budget of all departments—but
they are being used to obscure any con-
sideration rather than give comprehen-
sive treatment and consideration.

So instead of knowing what the
President intends on education, hous-
ing, crime or with respect to the Jus-
tice Department, we just operate in the
dark, in a casual fashion, and use the
limited rules of the budget process—
not for a comprehensive treatment and
consideration—but, on the contrary, to
obscure any consideration, any treat-
ment, any markup, any understanding.
That is fundamentally bad Govern-
ment.

I appreciate the distinguished leaders
on the opposite side of the aisle giving
me time to comment on this particular
matter because I do have a budget. It is
a good one. It really responds to our
country’s needs. But I have not been
able to get a markup of my budget. We
cannot consider the President’s budget.

We are going to take up the budget,
willy-nilly, under a limited time—with
the leadership relinquishing back most
of its time and saying: All right, you
Democrats, we have the votes. This is
what we are going to pass. Go ahead
and put your amendments on, and your
time will run out by Wednesday and we
will start the ‘‘vote-a-rama’ around
the clock. And the more amendments
there are, the longer we will stay. We
will stay here Thursday, we will stay
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here Friday, we will stay here Satur-
day—and we will stay here Palm Sun-
day—and just continue to vote if that
is what you all want to do, making it
appear that there is obstructionism on
this side of the aisle, wherein the truth
is, we have not had a chance to con-
sider anything and to find out the
merit or demerit of the bill or the feel-
ings of the other side on anything.

This is just bad congressional process
legislating. I hope the chairman of the
Budget Committee and the leadership
on the other side of the aisle will say:
All right, let’s start Monday, meet in
formal session and start marking up
this budget.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 137, AS MODIFIED

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, after
consultation with the managers of the
bill and their staffs, we have agreed to
a modified amendment providing addi-
tional disclosure provisions to the bill.
I ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment and send the modification
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 38, after line 3, add the following:
TITLE V—ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE
PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. INTERNET ACCESS TO RECORDS.

Section 304(a)(11)(B) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
434(a)(11)(B)) is amended to read as follows:

“(B) The Commission shall make a des-
ignation, statement, report, or notification
that is filed with the Commission under this
Act available for inspection by the public in
the offices of the Commission and accessible
to the public on the Internet not later than
48 hours (24 hours in the case of a designa-
tion, statement, report, or notification filed
electronically) after receipt by the Commis-
sion.”.

SEC. 502. MAINTENANCE OF WEBSITE OF ELEC-
TION REPORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Election
Commission shall maintain a central site on
the Internet to make accessible to the public
all publicly available election-related re-
ports and information.

(b) ELECTION-RELATED REPORT.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘election-related report”
means any report, designation, or statement
required to be filed under the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971.

(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
Any federal executive agency receiving elec-
tion-related information which that agency
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is required by law to publicly disclose shall
cooperate and coordinate with the Federal
Election Commission to make such report
available through, or for posting on, the site
of the Federal Election Commission in a
timely manner.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
simply clarifies the amendment with
appropriate legal language. I hate to
use that reference because these are
lawyers writing these provisions and
experienced staff members maybe who
aren’t lawyers who help them. It does
improve the clarity of the language,
and it does ensure that election-related
reports, those provided for in the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 and
amendments thereto, be provided as
quickly and as completely on an Inter-
net site as they can by the FEC.

We think this will improve the dis-
closure of important information to
the public about who is financing elec-
tion campaigns, how they are being fi-
nanced, where the money is coming
from that the candidates are spending,
that are required to be filed under cur-
rent reports and the additional require-
ments that will be in effect after this
legislation is agreed to.

We believe this is an improvement. It
supplements and complements the
Snowe-Jeffords amendment which has
already been adopted by the Senate.
We are hopeful the Senate will be able
to accept this amendment as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend
my friend and colleague from Mis-
sissippi. This is a good amendment. I
appreciate the efforts of the staff who
worked on this over the last half an
hour or so.

What I thought we might do, for
those who want to understand this bet-
ter, the Senator from Mississippi and I,
along with my colleague from Ken-
tucky, will have a colloquy that we
will write up providing more speci-
ficity on exactly what changes we
made here and the rationale. Basically,
this is a coordinating effort. We are
saying that under existing law, where
there are requirements of public disclo-
sure, there ought to be a way to coordi-
nate that information so that it is
more transparent, more readily avail-
able for those who seek that informa-
tion. It does not expand the require-
ments in law beyond those that already
exist for public disclosure.

I thank my colleague from Mis-
sissippi and my colleague from Ken-
tucky. I know of no reason that we
need a recorded vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I,
too, commend the Senator from Mis-
sissippi for his amendment and thank
the various staffs who have been work-
ing on the clarifications. I am in sup-
port of the amendment and see no par-
ticular reason we should have a rollcall
vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
Senator COCHRAN. He has worked long
and hard. It is a chance for us to take
advantage of new technology so that
literally 100 million Americans will be
able to receive this information in a
timely and informative fashion. This is
in keeping with what all of us are at-
tempting to do with campaign finance
reform; that is, increase disclosure. We
are working on an additional amend-
ment to help on the disclosure issue. I
thank Senator COCHRAN for his involve-
ment. I thank Senator DODD and Sen-
ator MCCONNELL as well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If all
time is yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment, as modi-
fied.

Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 137), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
believe the next amendment will come
from the other side.

Mr. DODD. Senator WYDEN and Sen-
ator COLLINS have an amendment. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today
I rise in support of S. 27, the Bipartisan
Campaign Finance Reform Act of 2001.
I would like to take this opportunity
to congratulate both Senators MCCAIN
and FEINGOLD on developing such an
excellent bipartisan bill and also to
Senators DoODD and MCCONNELL for
bringing this bill to the Senate floor. I
hope we can consider it expeditiously
and pass it.

I absolutely support this legislation.
Even if it is a disadvantage for incum-
bents, I believe, we, the Senate, should
be more worried about protecting de-
mocracy than protecting ourselves. 1
want a Congress that is unbought and
unbossed. Our current campaign fi-
nance system contributes now to a cul-
ture of cynicism. It hurts our institu-
tions, it hurts our government, and it
is an attack on the integrity of our po-
litical process.

When big business blocks agencies
such as the Department of Labor from
issuing important regulations on
ergonomics, it adds to the culture of
cynicism. I am not saying there is a
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quid pro quo, but what are the Amer-
ican people to think when some of the
biggest campaign contributors were
able to stop legislation that they op-
pose? Is it any wonder Americans don’t
trust their elected officials to act in
the public interest; instead, they be-
lieve Congress is preoccupied with pan-
dering to the special interest.

That’s why I support the following
principles for campaign finance reform,
regardless of what bill is before the
Senate: I want to stop the flood of un-
regulated and unreported money in
campaigns. I want to eliminate the
undue influence of special interests in
elections. I want to encourage strong
grassroots participation. I would like
to return power to where it belongs
—with the people. This is why I support
the McCain-Feingold bill.

My support for this legislation is
nothing new. During my entire polit-
ical career, both in the House and the
Senate, I have always supported cam-
paign finance reform and other meas-
ures to open up our democratic process.

The McCain-Feingold bill does sev-
eral things. It bans soft money raised
by national parties and by candidates
for Federal office. It ends issue ads,
which are really attack ads under the
guise of ‘‘issues.” I want to close the
loophole which allows groups to skirt
the current election laws - and this bill
does just that. Finally, it clarifies
what election activities non-profits can
do on behalf of our candidates for Fed-
eral office.

Why should we ban soft money? We
hear ‘‘soft’” money. Is it like a soft
pretzel? What does ‘‘soft” mean? Is it
soft currency? Really, it is a backdoor
way to avoid the contribution limits
that are now placed on candidates.
Right now soft money is influencing
our process almost as much as direct
contributions to candidates do. Repub-
licans and Democrats raised over $460
million in last year’s soft money race
or, soft money chase. Right now, Fed-
eral candidates spend so much time
and so much attention raising money
that we sometimes wonder if we have
the time to do the work of our con-
stituents. Candidates must constantly
work to raise money.

Special interest groups that con-
tribute large sums have an influence on
the political process. Let’s face it,
those people with the golden Rolodex
who can approach a candidate and say,
“I’ll be able to get 100 people in the
room and raise $1,000 for you,” have in-
fluence. Those who then say, “I'll get
10 people in the room and have 10,000
people give soft money,” which is the
unregulated but legal way of giving
money to parties, funding the issue ads
that are really attack ads, are also in
high demand.

This is why we need to pass McCain-
Feingold because I think it deals with
these issues and deals with them in a
constructive way.
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Thirty years ago I decided to run for
political office. I was a social worker
who was strongly considering a doc-
torate in public health. I joined a won-
derful group of people in Baltimore to
fight a highway. The more we knocked
on doors, the more we saw that the
doors were closed to us. At that time,
Baltimore was dominated by political
machines. It was dominated by polit-
ical bosses. Grassroots, nonprofit orga-
nizations couldn’t break into that
process. I was so tired of banging on
doors I decided to open doors, and
that’s when I announced I was going to
run for the Baltimore city council. The
smart money was against me. How
could a woman run in an ethnic blue-
collar neighborhood, someone who had
a strong record in civil rights and also
had no personal money? While they
were so busy laughing at me, I got to
work. Because I had no money, I had no
choice, I organized a group of volun-
teers and we went door-to-door, one
hot summer in Baltimore, and I
knocked on over 10,000 doors. By
knocking on those doors with my vol-
unteers, I rolled over the political ma-
chine and I beat those two political
bosses.

That is how I got into politics. And
because of how I started, I want the
voices and votes of strong grassroots
volunteers still to count. I want the
small contributor to still count. I
found ways to bring people into the
process. Using not only door-to-door
but techno door-to-door, using the
Internet, chatrooms for discussions on
issues, new forms of town halls. But we
can’t do that if every single day our
focus is on raising big money, soft
money, or any kind of money that we
can get our hands on.

Does McCain-Feingold solve all the
problems of this situation? No. Is it
more than a downpayment on reform?
You bet. What McCain-Feingold does is
dry up the soft money and focus on get-
ting real contributors. I hope we can
even do more reform and innovative
thinking, such as broadcast vouchers,
for the small contributors. The more
people we can bring in, the more people
are participating in the process. The
best cure for democracy is more de-
mocracy and more participation. That
is why I am so strong about McCain-
Feingold. We need to stop worrying
about protecting incumbents and start
worrying about protecting democracy.

Last year we spent $3 billion on elec-
tion activities. The average Senate
race now costs $6 million. That is com-
pared to $1 million over 20 years ago. It
seems like the cost of campaigns is
going up more than health care costs.
Just look at my own State of Maryland
where advertising is big business. For
me to go on TV in the Baltimore-Wash-
ington corridor, it is about $300,000 or
$350,000 a week.

Let’s look at what it takes to raise $6
million—the average cost of a Senate
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campaign. When you think about a 6-
year term, that means you have to
raise $1 million a year. You take 2
weeks off for religious holidays or va-
cation; that is $20,000 a week. That
means a Senator has to think about
raising $20,000 a week.

Can you really believe we can focus
all the time we need to on our national
security interests, raising 20 grand a
week? Can you really devote all of your
time to thinking about how we can
solve the health care crisis? Can we
really think about how we could end
the trafficking in drugs when we are in
the trafficking of fundraisers? It weak-
ens our institution.

Let’s look at it among ourselves.
Why romanticize the old days of the
Senate or talk about the club?

The club has a new look. There are 13
women in the Senate, people coming
from a variety of backgrounds, some
very wealthy and some who got here
because of strong grassroots support,
all bringing their passion to engage in
public debate and fashion public policy.
That is what we want to do. But where
are we now? When we used to engage in
conversation, the things that promote
civility and creative thinking, now we
are all dashing to either our own fund-
raisers or someone else’s.

This is why I hope we pass McCain-
Feingold. For all of you who do not
like campaign finance reform, be wor-
ried, as I am, that the largest voting
block in America now is the no-shows.
The way we can deal with the cynicism
is to be able to clean up our own act,
do some of the election reforms on
which Senators DobpD and MCCONNELL
are working. They are very able Sen-
ators. Let’s continue to open up the
process but don’t think about opening
up the process where we have to pursue
open wallets. I would rather pursue
open minds and Kkeep Kknocking on
those doors.

I urge my colleagues in the strongest
way I can to pass McCain-Feingold. It
will be one of the best things we can do
for democracy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
very pleased I was on the floor to hear
the remarks of the Senator from Mary-
land. She has been incredibly helpful
on this issue of campaign finance re-
form.

I had the honor last Friday, with
Senator MCCAIN, to go to her State and
visit Annapolis. The mere mention of
her name in general produced a tre-
mendous response, but in particular,
when I shared with the audience how
she has been with us every minute of
the way for all these years on this
issue, with such enthusiasm, there was
a great response. I thank my colleague
and appreciate so much the fact that
she is helping us get the bill through.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator
and I salute him and Senator MCCAIN.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
AMENDMENT NO. 138

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WYDEN]
for himself, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. BINGAMAN,
proposes an amendment numbered 138.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that the lowest unit

rate for campaign advertising shall not be

available for communications in which a

candidate directly references an opponent

of the candidate unless the candidate does

S0 in person)

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:

SEC. . LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF LOW-
EST UNIT CHARGE FOR FEDERAL
CANDIDATES ATTACKING OPPOSI-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(b) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)), as
amended by this Act, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

*“(3) CONTENT OF BROADCASTS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a can-
didate for Federal office, such candidate
shall not be entitled to receive the rate
under paragraph (1)(A) for the use of any
broadcasting station unless the candidate
provides written certification to the broad-
cast station that the candidate (and any au-
thorized committee of the candidate) shall
not make any direct reference to another
candidate for the same office, in any broad-
cast using the rights and conditions of access
under this Act, unless such reference meets
the requirements of subparagraph (C) or (D).

‘(B) LIMITATION ON CHARGES.—If a can-
didate for Federal office (or any authorized
committee of such candidate) makes a ref-
erence described in subparagraph (A) in any
broadcast that does not meet the require-
ments of subparagraph (C) or (D), such can-
didate shall not be entitled to receive the
rate under paragraph (1)(A) for such broad-
cast or any other broadcast during any por-
tion of the 45-day and 60-day periods de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), that occur on or
after the date of such broadcast, for election
to such office.

¢(C) TELEVISION BROADCASTS.—A candidate
meets the requirements of this subparagraph
if, in the case of a television broadcast, at
the end of such broadcast there appears si-
multaneously, for a period no less than 4 sec-
onds—

‘(i) a clearly identifiable photographic or
similar image of the candidate; and

‘“(ii) a clearly readable printed statement,
identifying the candidate and stating that
the candidate has approved the broadcast.

(D) RADIO BROADCASTS.—A candidate
meets the requirements of this subparagraph
if, in the case of a radio broadcast, the
broadcast includes a personal audio state-
ment by the candidate that identifies the
candidate, the office the candidate is seek-
ing, and indicates that the candidate has ap-
proved the broadcast.

‘‘(E) CERTIFICATION.—Certifications under
this section shall be provided and certified as
accurate by the candidate (or any authorized
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committee of the candidate) at the time of
purchase.

‘“(F) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the terms ‘authorized committee’
and ‘Federal office’ have the meanings given
such terms by section 301 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
431).”.

(%) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
315(b)(1)(A) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)(1)(A)), as amended by
this Act, is amended by inserting ‘‘subject to
paragraph (3),”” before ‘‘during the forty-five
days’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to broad-
casts made after the date of enactment of
this Act.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor this morning with Senator
CoLLINS of Maine to offer a bipartisan
amendment that we believe will help
slow the explosive growth of negative
political commercials that are cor-
roding the faith of individuals in the
political process. I also thank my col-
league from New Mexico, Senator
BINGAMAN, and Congressman GREG
WALDEN of Oregon on the House side,
who has also been extremely interested
in this issue over the years.

Negative commercials are clearly
fueling citizens’ cynicism about poli-
tics. Those negative commercials are
depressing voter participation and, in
my view, they are demeaning all who
are involved in the political process.

The amendment I have prepared with
Senator COLLINS is a straightforward
one. In order to qualify for the adver-
tising discounts that Federal law re-
quires candidates for Federal office re-
ceive, those candidates would have to
personally stand by any mention of an
opponent in a radio or television adver-
tisement.

We have asked the Congressional Re-
search Service to do an analysis of our
proposal. In their view, they believe it
would be upheld as constitutional. I am
of the view that they came to that con-
clusion because the fact is there is no
constitutional right to a subsidized
dirty political campaign. Everybody in
this body knows and knows full well
that when candidates mention their op-
ponent in an advertisement, they are
not spending those campaign funds to
state that their opponent is the great-
est thing since night baseball. They are
going to be spending, in so many in-
stances, advertising money where, in
effect, the candidate would hide behind
grainy photographs of the opponent,
pictures that make that opponent look
pretty much like a criminal, and often
there is this bloodcurdling music that
portrays the whole thing in such an
ominous way that the children sort of
run for another room.

What Senator COLLINS and I are seek-
ing to do in this amendment is to make
it tough for candidates to disown their
negative political commercials. We say
that candidates can say anything they
want. We are not trampling on the first
amendment. A candidate is free, to-
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tally free, completely unfettered,
under our bipartisan proposal, to say
anything about their opponent.

But what we say, however, is if you
are going to mention your opponent,
you have to own up to it. You cannot
hide any longer.

The fact is, negative campaigning is
done to obscure ownership. It is done
to obscure who is actually going to be
held personally accountable.

A number of analysts have looked at
negative commercials over the years
and the fact is, as they have noted, it
is almost always done by advertising.
It is almost impossible to do a negative
exchange if you are in a debate because
the candidate on the other side has an
opportunity to answer. The sneak
punches, the low blows, are easily de-
livered through TV and radio, espe-
cially radio.

As our colleagues know, a lot of the
newspapers at home will do these ad
watches. So very often it is possible to
blow the whistle on a television com-
mercial. But with respect to radio, that
so often is completely under the radar
so there is absolutely no account-
ability.

What Senator COLLINS and I seek to
do is to make it clear that it is not
going to be so easy to skulk around, to
sneak around and engage in these nega-
tive ads and pretend they are not
yours.

You can say anything you want
about your opponent under our pro-
posal, but there is not going to be a
subsidized rate if you don’t own up to
it. It just doesn’t seem right to me to
say the car dealer or the local res-
taurant or the hardware store should
have to pay a higher rate while you get
a discounted rate for running a nega-
tive advertisement.

A lot of our colleagues want to speak
on this. I believe we have an hour and
a half for this debate. I am very appre-
ciative that Senator COLLINS is on the
floor. She has a long history of being
involved in reform efforts.

I also thank Senator BINGAMAN who
has had a great interest in this issue
over the years. Senator DODD, Senator
FEINGOLD, Senator MCCAIN, Senator
LEVIN—all of them have worked with
us on this proposal in recent days.

I see Senator DoODD on the floor, and
I commend him for the superb way in
which he handled this debate. Nobody
ever said this topic was going to be a
walk in the park. He has handled it su-
perbly, in my view.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
delighted to join the Senator from Or-
egon in sponsoring this important leg-
islation.

The premise of our amendment is
clear. Candidates who run negative tel-
evision and radio ads against their op-
ponents should have to stand by their
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ads. That is the premise of our amend-
ment.

The Wyden-Collins amendment would
require the candidate to clearly iden-
tify himself or herself as the sponsor of
the ad. No more stealth campaign neg-
ative ads.

There are many legitimate policy
disputes between candidates and cer-
tainly an ad airing these differences is
perfectly legitimate and, indeed, con-
tributes to the political debate.

But when a candidate launches an ad
that talks about his opponent—wheth-
er it is a high-minded discussion of pol-
icy differences or a vicious attack on
an opponent’s character—a candidate
should be required to own up to its
sponsorship.

The public should not have to guess
or decipher as to who is the sponsor of
the ad. The candidate’s sponsorship
should be absolutely clear. Our amend-
ment would accomplish that goal by
requiring a clearly identifiable picture
of the candidate and statement of spon-
sorship for the TV ad. The statement
would require the candidate to say that
he or she has approved the broadcast.

Similarly, for radio, the candidate
would have to identify himself, the of-
fice he is seeking, and state that he has
approved the radio broadcast.

We recognize that our amendment
tackles only part of the problem of the
deluge of negative attack ads since so
many of them are sponsored not just
by candidates but by outside special in-
terest groups. Nevertheless, the
Wyden-Collins amendment is an impor-
tant first step. It would help curb the
abuse of self-negative ads sponsored by
candidates, and it would strengthen
the underlying McCain-Feingold bill.

I hope it will be approved. I urge my
colleagues to support the amendment.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend
both of my colleagues. Senator BYRD of
West Virginia is also a cosponsor of
this amendment.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, if my
colleague will yield, because we have
gone through various versions, he has
indicated that he is strongly in support
of this effort and is still looking at
some of the specifics.

The Senator is absolutely right. I
think the Senator from West Virginia
has made a real contribution because
he has seen from a historical stand-
point how there has been such an ex-
plosion of these negative commercials.

I want our colleagues to know that
we are very appreciative of the input of
the Senator from West Virginia in
fighting these negative ads.

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague for
that clarification.

Let me emphasize again how much I
appreciate his efforts and the efforts of
the Senator from Maine and others
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who have been so involved in putting
this amendment together.

At first blush you might say this ad
is designed to probably help an incum-
bent because it is the incumbent’s
record that can be attacked. It is not a
question of people disagreeing with our
existing voting records. It is the per-
sonal attacks that so often are the
most disturbing, not to the candidates
themselves but the voters.

We have seen too often that the ef-
fect of negative ads isn’t so much to do
damage, although it does to the reputa-
tions of good people by distorting some
minor difference and magnifying it be-
yond all sense of proportion, but the
larger harm done is that it has a tend-
ency to discourage people from voting.

There is ample data in various races
around the country where there has
been a deluge of negative campaigning
that voter participation declines. Peo-
ple get disgusted by it. They do not
necessarily blame one candidate or an-
other when they see negative ads. It
has the effect of saying: Politics is
such a dirty business that I don’t want
anything to do with it. I am not going
to encourage it, but I am not even
going to vote.

That is my great concern and why I
believe this amendment has such value.
It is not to protect people who hold
themselves out for public office from
being criticized. We understand that
occurs if you hold yourself up for pub-
lic office. We have hundreds of votes,
and there are many which divide us as
to what is the proper course of action
to take. Someone may stand up and
say: I disagree with Senator DODD on
how he stands on child care, or edu-
cation issues. It is a perfectly legiti-
mate activity in a campaign.

We need the debate so people can
have a better clarification. The authors
of this amendment, as I understand it,
are in no way suggesting that healthy
debate and criticism of candidates
ought to be removed from politics.
They are saying, if you are going to do
that, those who are making the criti-
cism need to let people know from
where it is coming. They believe—and I
think they are correct—that this will
have the dual effect of people being less
inclined to attack people on a personal
level where their picture is going to be
displayed; secondly, it will encourage
more constructive criticism, which is
perfectly legitimate and which we
ought to invite in a good campaign.

The effect of that goes to the very
heart of what this amendment is likely
to do; that is, to encourage people to
vote and participate.

I applaud both of my colleagues for
this amendment because I think it will
encourage more people in the final
analysis to engage in the political life
of our country.

I mentioned yesterday how we were
applauding, in a sense, that we had
done better than anticipated when 50
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percent of the eligible voters in this
country voted in the last Presidential
election. We thought that was good
news because it was better than what
we had anticipated. What a sad com-
mentary it is that 50 percent of the eli-
gible Americans who have a right to
choose who will be the President of the
United States do not participate de-
spite all of the ads and activities. I sus-
pect that a significant percentage of
that 50 percent stayed away not be-
cause they forgot, not because they
were not interested in the decisions
that the next President might make,
but I think they didn’t participate be-
cause they were so disgusted by what
they saw on television, what they
heard on radio, and what they saw
being spent, which goes to the heart of
what Senator FEINGOLD and Senator
McCAIN are talking about and why we
are debating campaign finance reform.
To have that discussion and not in-
clude this element would be a mistake.

I, again, applaud my colleagues for
adding this. Again, I can’t say for cer-
tainty this will increase participation.
But I think the American public will
applaud this effort and politics will be
the better for it, in my view. Maybe we
will see more people voting in the next
election because candidates will be
more reluctant about saying some of
these things they wouldn’t dare say
otherwise about themselves, and ar-
ticulate it in a sense by requiring that
a photograph be included in that ad. I
think they will be a little more cau-
tious about the things that have been
said in campaigns in the past.

I applaud my colleagues’ efforts. I am
happy to yield to my colleague from
Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend and thank our friends from Or-
egon and Maine for their amendment.

The bill before us is aimed at trying
to close a soft money loophole, which
has fueled the kind of negative TV ads
which do not do justice to our democ-
racy.

The unlimited contributions which
have come into campaigns, directly
and indirectly, have been one of the
major sources for the horrendous
amount of negative attack ads which
are inflicted upon our constituents in
most of these elections.

The McCain-Feingold bill is trying to
do something about closing that soft
money loophole. If we are going to re-
store credibility to the electoral proc-
ess, it is vitally important we close
that soft money loophole. Hopefully,
we will. Part of the answer, ultimately,
is that we require candidates for office
who take out ads, if they want the low-
est unit rate which is provided for in
this McCain-Feingold legislation, if
they want to take advantage of that
benefit which is conferred, that guar-
antee that is in the McCain-Feingold
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bill—they at least put their name and
their face at the end of the ad they are
funding.

To ask a candidate to do so is pretty
fundamental for a benefit which is
being conferred.

This is a very modest amendment. It
is a very carefully crafted amendment.
It is not aimed at intruding on the
message that is in that commercial. It
doesn’t create a problem in terms of
the message. It doesn’t seek to control
that message. It says, if you want that
lowest rate provided for in this law
that we are guaranteeing to you, then
you must put your name and your face
at the end of this ad for a few seconds
so the people know who is paying for
this ad; so that you can’t have some
name of some citizens group put at the
end of the ad which masks or disguises
who is paying for this ad. It is a very
reasonable kind of requirement in ex-
change for that lowest unit rate.

I commend the sponsors of this
amendment for the amendment. I want
to say one other thing.

I only wish it were possible to extend
this to the ads that are put on by out-
side groups—it is not possible constitu-
tionally. I don’t think we are able to do
that. I wish we could because so many
of the ads that are on television these
days are not paid for by candidates but
are paid for with soft money, and are
paid for by outside groups in the form
of so-called issue ads, which more often
than not, about 98 percent of the time,
indeed, are not issue ads at all but are
ads that are clearly aimed at electing
candidates and giving advantages to
candidates or attacking candidates.

This will do some significant good, in
my judgment, because it at least gets
to the ads that are paid for by a can-
didate, or a candidate’s committee.

My only regret is—and I can’t figure
out a constitutional way yet—we do
not apply this same logic to the ads
which are funded by outside groups
that are intended to help candidates
get elected or to defeat other can-
didates. But, again, we should be grate-
ful for the good that can be accom-
plished while we seek to find ways to
accomplish the same result relative to
the so-called issue ads of the outside
groups.

So I commend my good friends from
Oregon and Maine and the other co-
Sponsors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield
whatever time he may need to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut. And I especially
thank the Senators from Oregon and
Maine for offering this amendment. It
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is a pleasure to see this back because
this is one of the original provisions
and ideas we tried to put forth in the
original McCain-Feingold bill many
years ago. In the process of negotiating
and trying to get votes, it was one of
the casualties that came off the bill as
we tried to simplify it. But that was
not because it was not a good idea. It
was always a good idea.

The Senator from Oregon has been
diligent in mentioning this and arguing
for this over the years. I am extremely
pleased that we finally got the process
where Senators, such as the Senator
from Oregon, can offer his amendment.
Finally—and it took us 5 years—here
we are talking about one of the three
things that I find constituents com-
plain about in relation to campaigns.

First of all, they obviously say they
are too expensive. We all know that is
one of the reasons we are doing this
bill. Secondly, they say the campaigns
go on too long; you have to have ads all
year, all the time. But the third thing
they say to me—and I assume the Sen-
ator from Maine and the Senator from
Oregon have had the same experience—
is they are so negative.

Of course, I believe fundamentally in
the free speech right of people to say
something negative anytime they
want. But what this amendment does is
make sure there is some accountability
for that. So I welcome it. It is bipar-
tisan. It is offered by two of the strong-
est reformers in the entire Senate. The
voters deserve the chance to see the
candidates and know that the can-
didates sponsoring the ads support the
content and the tone of the ad. So it is
an excellent bipartisan amendment.

Just as we predicted, Senator MCCAIN
and I offered a bill that not only is not
a perfect bill, but it is a bill we hope
will be improved and made better,
more important, and more valuable by
the amending process. This amendment
does exactly that.

Mr. WYDEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. FEINGOLD. For a question.

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator yielding. I will be very brief.

I say to the Senator, I thank him for
all the years he has toiled in the vine-
yvards on this issue. He and Senator
McCAIN have been out week after week
for years. I was sworn in as Oregon’s
first new Senator in more than 30 years
on February 6, 1996, around noon. The
first official action I took, as Oregon’s
first new Senator in more than 30
years, was to be a cosponsor of the
McCain-Feingold legislation.

I just want the record to note that
this Senator knows we do not get to
this kind of opportunity by osmosis. It
does not happen by accident. It hap-
pens because we get two Senators such
as the Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Arizona who, week after
week, year after year, do so much to
make this action possible.

I want the Senator to know how
much I appreciate all his leadership.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. I appreciate that,
Mr. President. I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

As I look at these two Senators—
Senator COLLINS from Maine and Sen-
ator WYDEN from Oregon—there was a
time when people were saying: You
only have two Republicans on the bill.
It was a critical moment in the history
of this legislation when the Senator
from Maine came on the bill. I remem-
ber when the Senator from Oregon
came, and he made this his first piece
of legislation he would cosponsor. It
actually gave me a chance, for the first
time in my life campaigning for this
bill, to go to Portland, OR, a beautiful
city.

If T could somehow get myself to
Maine for the first time, I could go to
the other Portland and we could have
this be the Portland-to-Portland
amendment which, of course, reflects
the tremendous reform tradition of
both States, Maine and Oregon, in
which Wisconsin joins as well.

So, again, my thanks to both Sen-
ators.

I yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin for his
very gracious comments. We would not
be where we are today without his te-
nacity in pushing for true campaign fi-
nance reform.

I want to respond, also, to the com-
ments made by the Senator from Con-
necticut and the Senator from Michi-
gan and thank them for their support
of the Wyden-Collins proposal. Senator
DoDD and Senator FEINGOLD also raised
a very important point, and that is, the
deluge of negative attack ads discour-
ages people from voting and really
turns off the American public. This is
exacerbated by the fact that a lot of
times it is not evident who is spon-
soring these ads, who is behind these
charges and allegations that are hurled
particularly in the final days of the
campaign.

I believe the Snowe-Jeffords amend-
ment will help in that regard and that
the amendment Senator WYDEN and I
are sponsoring today will make very
clear that when a candidate launches a
negative ad attacking his opponent,
that candidate will have to take re-
sponsibility for that ad.

It is important to note, however, that
there is nothing wrong with a can-
didate running an ad that discusses
policy differences. Indeed, that is valu-
able to the political discourse and de-
bate. And, indeed, as Senator LEVIN
pointed out, there is nothing in our
amendment that prevents a candidate
from running an irresponsible attack
ad that perhaps is a vicious attack on
an opponent’s character. But if that is
done—in either case—the candidate has
to take responsibility for the ad.
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Under our proposal, the candidate’s
picture would appear at the end of the
ad and the candidate would have to
have a statement saying he or she ap-
proved the ad in order to get the lowest
broadcast rate. So we are not, in any
way, attempting to regulate speech or
attempting to impose our ideas of what
constitutes an appropriate ad. Rather,
all we are doing is saying that if a can-
didate runs an ad that talks about his
opponent, he has to own up to that ad.
He has to clearly state that he paid for
the ad, that he is responsible for its
content.

I think that would have the very ben-
eficial effect of making candidates
think twice before hurling accusations
that perhaps are exaggerated or un-
founded against an opponent. I believe
it would help elevate the political de-
bate and it would help curb some of the
egregious negative ads that offend all
of us.

So I thank the Senator from Michi-
gan, the Senator from Connecticut, and
the Senator from Wisconsin for their
support of this proposal. In particular,
I thank my colleague from Oregon for
the opportunity to work with him to
craft what I think is a reasonable pro-
posal, a modest but important first
step that will help improve the quality
of our campaigns.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent the time be charged
equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, are
we under controlled time at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky and the Senator
from Oregon control the time.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield myself 10
minutes on our side of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, we
have had a good debate on a number of
amendments this week. It has been
very pleasant to cover a lot of ground.
We have made good progress on the
bill. I hope we can finish work on this
bill next week, as our agreement in
February contemplated, and as the ma-
jority leader has said he wanted. Get-
ting a final up-or-down vote on this
legislation is what we set out to do,
and it is what we will do once Senators
have had a chance to offer amendments
and improve the bill.

Sometimes when we spend a few
hours on an amendment, we can get
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bogged down in the minutia. When I
say ‘“‘minutia,” I don’t mean any dis-
respect. This is very important. This is
how the laws actually work. This is
how campaigns will be conducted. So
we have to go through this action. But
I think sometimes when people observe
us from afar, or on television, they
wonder, what are we talking about?
What is the big picture?

I want to take us back to why we are
here in the first place. Why are we
spending 2 weeks on this issue? What is
this bill all about? We are here because
we have a crisis of confidence in this
country and in this Congress. We labor
long and hard on legislation, and I am
afraid the public doesn’t trust us to do
the right thing. For example, here is a
headline in Business Week’s February
26 issue: ‘“‘“Tougher Bankruptcy Laws—
Compliments of MBNA?”’

The article says:

MBNA is about to hit pay dirt. New bank-
ruptcy legislation is on a fast track. Judici-
ary panels in the House and Senate held per-
functory hearings, and a bill could be on the
House and Senate floors as early as late Feb-
ruary.

The implication is clear that it is
widely assumed the credit card issuers
called the shots on the substance of the
bankruptcy bill we passed right before
we started this debate on campaign fi-
nance reform.

Isn’t it troubling that people are so
quick to assume the worst about the
work we do on this floor? That is why
we are taking up this bill; we have to
repair some of that public trust. Our
reputation is on the line. We aren’t
going to get a pass from the American
people on this one and, frankly, we
don’t deserve one. The appearance of
corruption is rampant in our system
and it touches virtually every issue
that comes before us.

I know my friend from Oregon is fa-
miliar with this because we have
talked about it. That is why I have
called the bankroll on the floor 30
times in less than 2 years. I do it be-
cause I think it is important when we
debate a bill to acknowledge that mil-
lions and millions of dollars are given
in an attempt to influence what we do.
That is why people give soft money. I
don’t think anyone would seriously try
to dispute that.

I won’t detail every bankroll here. It
would actually take me all day. But let
me review some of the issues they ad-
dress to show how far reaching the
problem really is. I have called the
bankroll on mining on public lands, the
gun show loophole, the defense indus-
try’s support of the Super Hornet and
the F-22, the Y2K Liability Act, Pas-
sengers’ Bill of Rights, MFN for China,
PNTR for China, and, of course, the to-
bacco industry. I have talked about ag-
ricultural interests, lobbying on an Ag-
riculture appropriations bill, railroad
interests, and lobbying on a Transpor-
tation appropriations bill. I have
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talked about contributions sur-
rounding the Financial Services Mod-
ernization Act, nuclear waste policy,
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
and the ergonomics issue. I have also
had the chance to call the bankroll on
the Patients’ Bill of Rights twice, the
Africa trade bill twice, and the oil roy-
alties amendment to the fiscal year
2000 Interior appropriations bill twice.
I have called the bankroll on three tax
bills, four separate times, and on our
most recent legislation, the bank-
ruptcy reform legislation.

People give soft money to influence
the outcome of these issues. That is
plain and simple. As long as we allow
soft money to exist, we risk damaging
our credibility when we make decisions
about the issues the people elected us
to make. They sent us here to wrestle
with some very tough issues. They
have vested us with the power to make
decisions and to have a truly profound
impact on their lives. That is a respon-
sibility that every one of us takes seri-
ously.

But, today, when we weigh the pros
and cons of legislation, many people
think we also weigh the size of the con-
tributions we get from interests on
both sides of the issue. When those con-
tributions can be a million dollars, or
even more, it seems obvious to most
people that we will too often reward
our biggest donors.

That is the assumption people make,
and we let them make it. Every time
we have had the chance to close the
soft money loophole, this body has fal-
tered. If we can’t pass this bill, history
will remember that this Senate faced a
great test and we failed; that the peo-
ple had accused us of corruption and, in
our failure to pass a real reform bill,
we actually confirmed their worst fear.

Fortunately, the bill before us today
offers a different path. If we can sup-
port the modest reforms in this bill, we
can show the public we understand
that the current system does not do
our democracy justice. This is just a
modest bill. It is not sweeping. It is not
comprehensive reform. It only seeks to
address the biggest loopholes in our
system.

The soft money ban is the center-
piece of this bill. Our legislation shuts
down the soft money system, prohib-
iting all soft money contributions to
the national political parties from cor-
porations, labor unions, and wealthy
individuals. State parties that are per-
mitted under State law to accept these
unregulated contributions would be
prohibited from spending them on ac-
tivities relating to federal elections,
and federal candidates and office-
holders fortunately and finally, would
be prohibited from raising soft money
under our bill. That is a very signifi-
cant provision because the fact that we
in the Congress, those who are elected
to Congress, are doing the asking is
what I believe and many people believe
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gives this system an air of extortion,
as well as bribery.

McCain-Feingold-Cochran also ad-
dresses the issue ad loophole, which
corporations and unions use to skirt
the federal election law. This provi-
sion, originally crafted by Senator
SNOWE and Senator JEFFORDS, treats
corporations and unions fairly and
equally. I want to be clear. Snowe-Jef-
fords does not prohibit any election ad,
nor does it place limits on spending by
outside organizations, but it will give
the public crucial information about
the election activities of independent
groups, and it will prevent corporate
and union treasury money from being
spent to influence elections.

Senators SNOWE and JEFFORDS de-
scribed this provision of their bill ear-
lier in the week. As this debate pro-
ceeds, we may debate whether it should
be strengthened or even removed from
the bill altogether. I believe the
Snowe-Jeffords provision is a fair com-
promise and the right balance. It fairly
balances legitimate first amendment
concerns with the goal of enforcing the
law that prohibits unions and corpora-
tions from spending money in connec-
tion with Federal elections.

I am sure most of my colleagues are
aware of the serious political crisis un-
derway as we speak in the nation of
India. Journalists posing as arms deal-
ers shot videos with hidden cameras on
which politicians and defense officials
were seen accepting cash and favors in
return for defense contracts. Those pic-
tures have caused a huge scandal. The
Indian defense minister has resigned,
and we do not know yet how great the
repercussions will be.

One thing that struck me as I read
the news reports of these events was
two of the people caught on tape were
party leaders, including the leader of
the ruling party, the BJP, Mr. Bangaru
Laxman. Let me read from an AP story
of March 16:

Laxman denied that the journalists identi-
fied themselves to him as defense contrac-
tors or discussed weapons sales. He said they
were presented as businessmen and that ac-
cepting money for the party is not illegal in
India.

I am not going to say that what is
happening in India is the same as the
system we have in the United States,
and I am certainly not going to com-
ment on the guilt or innocence of any
party leader or political official in that
sovereign country. But the Govern-
ment of India is hanging by a thread
based on possibly corrupt payments of
a few thousand dollars by people posing
as defense contractors.

In our country, we have literally
hundreds of millions of dollars flowing
to our political parties from business
and labor interests of all kinds. And
our defense, like Mr. Laxman’s is, “‘it’s
legal.”” We have a system of legalized
bribery, a system of legalized extor-
tion, in this country. But legal or not,
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like the videotaped payments in India,

this system look awful. It may be

legal, but it looks awful.

Our debate this week has shown time
and time again that we have a strong
majority in this body that wants to
pass reform. We are ready to do it. I am
eager to continue our work, and get
the job done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
DoDD is not here. How much time does
the Senator request, 5 minutes?

Ms. COLLINS. I request not more
than 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

AMENDMENT NO. 138, AS MODIFIED

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Kentucky for point-
ing out to the Senator from Oregon and
myself that in drafting this amend-
ment we erred.

I ask unanimous consent to modify
my amendment to correct the mistake,
and I send the modification to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, reads
as follows:

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:

SEC. . LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF LOW-
EST UNIT CHARGE FOR FEDERAL
CANDIDATES ATTACKING OPPOSI-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(b) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)), as
amended by this Act, is amended by adding
at the end the following:

¢‘(3) CONTENT OF BROADCASTS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a can-
didate for Federal office, such candidate
shall not be entitled to receive the rate
under paragraph (1)(A) for the use of any
broadcasting station unless the candidate
provides written certification to the broad-
cast station that the candidate (and any au-
thorized committee of the candidate) shall
not make any direct reference to another
candidate for the same office, in any broad-
cast using the rights and conditions of access
under this Act, unless such reference meets
the requirements of subparagraph (C) or (D).

‘(B) LIMITATION ON CHARGES.—If a can-
didate for Federal office (or any authorized
committee of such candidate) makes a ref-
erence described in subparagraph (A) in any
broadcast that does not meet the require-
ments of subparagraph (C) or (D), such can-
didate shall not be entitled to receive the
rate under paragraph (1)(A) for such broad-
cast or any other broadcast during any por-
tion of the 45-day and 60-day periods de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), that occur on or
after the date of such broadcast, for election
to such office.

¢(C) TELEVISION BROADCASTS.—A candidate
meets the requirements of this subparagraph
if, in the case of a television broadcast, at
the end of such broadcast there appears si-
multaneously, for a period no less than 4 sec-
onds—

‘(i) a clearly identifiable photographic or
similar image of the candidate; and

‘“(ii) a clearly readable printed statement,
identifying the candidate and stating that
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the candidate has approved the broadcast
and that the candidate’s authorized com-
mittee paid for the broadcast.

‘D) RADIO BROADCASTS.—A candidate
meets the requirements of this subparagraph
if, in the case of a radio broadcast, the
broadcast includes a personal audio state-
ment by the candidate that identifies the
candidate, the office the candidate is seek-
ing, and indicates that the candidate has ap-
proved the broadcast.

‘‘(E) CERTIFICATION.—Certifications under
this section shall be provided and certified as
accurate by the candidate (or any authorized
committee of the candidate) at the time of
purchase.

‘(F) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the terms ‘authorized committee’
and ‘Federal office’ have the meanings given
such terms by section 301 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
431).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
315(b)(1)(A) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 315(b)(1)(A)), as amended by
this Act, is amended by inserting ‘‘subject to
paragraph (3),” before ‘‘during the forty-five
days’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to broad-
casts made after the date of enactment of
this Act.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I will
briefly explain. The Senator from Ken-
tucky pointed out that in drafting the
amendment, we inadvertently deleted
the requirement that there be a dis-
claimer that the ad is paid for by the
candidate’s authorized committee. We
did not in any way intend to remove
that disclaimer requirement.

The legislation I sent to the desk
makes it clear that the candidate’s ad
has to include the statement that the
ad was paid for by the candidate’s au-
thorized committee.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky
for pointing out that error and allow-
ing us to correct it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
say to the Senator from Maine and the
Senator from Oregon, we have had an
opportunity to review the amendment
and discuss it on the floor. As everyone
knows, current law already requires
certain things of the candidates, but
this amendment is a useful addition
that codifies and clarifies the law.

Consequently, I am happy to support
it and see no particular need for a roll-
call vote unless there is a desire to do
so on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Oregon 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I will be brief. It has
been interesting that on the floor of
the Senate today no one has spoken in
defense of negative ads. The very ads
that the media consultants believe are
most successful or most likely to win
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elections have not won a defense. I
guess the media consultants in this
country are going to have to go back to
school if this proposal, as it makes its
way down the gauntlet, becomes law,
as the Senator from Maine and I hope
to make possible.

The fact is that this is a stand-by-
your-ad requirement. This is a proposal
that makes it clear that to get that
lowest unit rate, you have to be held
personally accountable.

What the Senator from Maine did is
useful. We believed we had made it
clear in terms of linking it to the ap-
propriate Federal election statute.
What we just did makes it even more
S0.

I, too, thank the Senator from Ken-
tucky. This is an area in which I have
had a special interest since what I
think was the harshest campaign in Or-
egon history in 1995 and 1996. My friend
and colleague, Senator SMITH, and I be-
lieve that race was just completely out
of hand. Neither of us could recognize
the kinds of commercials that were
being run by the end.

This is an opportunity to draw a line
in the sand and to say the Senate
wants to make it clear that we are not
going to let candidates disown these
corrosive, negative commercials. They
are not going to be able to hide any
longer if this becomes law.

I express my thanks again to the
Senator from Maine.

There are a number of staff who have
put in a huge number of hours: Jeff
Gagne and Carole Grunberg of my staff,
Michael Bopp with Senator COLLINS,
Linda Gustitas with Senator LEVIN,
Bob Schiff with Senator FEINGOLD, and
Andrea LaRue with Senator DASCHLE.
All of them contributed to this effort
to make sure that in this country we
are no longer subsidizing dirty cam-
paigning. That is what happens today.
We are subsidizing the local hardware
store owner and the local restaurant
owner is subsidizing dirty campaigns,
and we are taking a step away from
that.

With thanks to my colleague from
Maine, with a pledge to the Senator
from Kentucky to continue to work
with him in this area, I express my
thanks to him for taking this by voice
vote.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. REID. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon, Mr.
WYDEN, and the Senator from Maine,
Ms. COLLINS, numbered 138, as modi-
fied.

The amendment (No. 138), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote by which the amendment
was agreed to.
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Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. The Senator from Ken-
tucky and the Senator from Con-
necticut have graciously consented to
allow the Senator from New Mexico
until 1 o’clock for morning business for
the introduction of legislation.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Let me say to all
Members of the Senate, the next
amendment will be on this side, offered
by the assistant majority leader, Sen-
ator NICKLES. It will be laid down
around 1 o’clock.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator from New Mexico be
recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank my friend
and colleague, Senator REID, from Ne-
vada, and my friend and colleague from
Kentucky, also, for their courtesy in
allowing me to speak as in morning
business.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized.

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 596
and S. 597 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Before the Senator leaves
the floor, I extend my congratulations
to him for the work that he has put
into this legislation. I have been in-
volved with just a little tiny bit of it.
He has spent as much time with me as
he has with other Members making
sure that everyone who had questions
about this legislation had their ques-
tions answered.

I feel very comfortable with Senator
BINGAMAN being the ranking member of
this most important committee. We in
Nevada believe that problems in Cali-
fornia are just a little ways behind us.
We are hopeful and confident this much
needed legislation will move quickly
out of his committee on to the floor so
we have an opportunity to debate it.

So, again, I appreciate very much the
work of my friend from New Mexico.

Mr. President, there is no one on the
floor in relation to the bill. If Senator
NICKLES comes to offer his amendment,
Senator STABENOW has indicated she
would be most happy to give up the
floor. She needs 5 minutes to speak as
in morning business. I certainly do not
want to take advantage of anyone. I do
not think I am. I ask unanimous con-
sent that she be allowed to speak for 5
minutes, or until the assistant major-
ity leader comes to the floor to offer
his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Chair
and Senator REID. I echo Senator
REID’s comments of congratulations to
Senator BINGAMAN for his excellent
work in forging ahead a very visionary
energy proposal covering so many im-
portant aspects for American families
and businesses.

(The remarks of Ms. STABENOW are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

Ms. STABENOW. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 139

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
Senator NICKLES’ amendment is next
and he will be over in a while. In his
absence, I send his amendment, on be-
half of himself and Senator GREGG, to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL], for Mr. NICKLES, for himself and Mr.
GREGG, proposes an amendment numbered
139.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To strike section 304)

Beginning on page 35, strike line 8 and all
that follows through page 37, line 14.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
debate on this amendment will begin
shortly. In the meantime, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
want to reserve time on this amend-
ment because I don’t know whether
Senator NICKLES will want to use all of
the time or not. I suggest the absence
of a quorum and ask unanimous con-
sent that the time not be charged to ei-
ther side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent, after having checked
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with my friend from Kentucky, that
the Senator from Washington be recog-
nized for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 138, AS MODIFIED

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
thank Senator WYDEN and Senator
CoLLINS for offering this amendment
that I think truly improves the
McCain-Feingold bill.

In the 2000 election, Seattle and Ta-
coma were the second and third largest
markets for political advertising.

The Seattle Post Intelligencer noted
earlier this week that campaign ads
“rained down on—or bludgeoned, ac-
cording to some—viewers throughout
the late summer and fall. And this
wasn’t an intermittent, drip torture
kind of rain that Seattle residents
know so well. It was a deluge, a con-
stant unavoidable torrent, stretching
across three solid months.”

With this constant torrent of nega-
tive advertising, it is no wonder that
voting among 18 to 24 year olds has
dropped from 50% to only 32%—a much
steeper decline than overall turnout.

Part of the reason for this disaffec-
tion with voting and with politics is
undoubtedly due to negative attack ad-
vertising.

This amendment makes candidates
accountable for those ads.

By requiring a picture and a readable
statement that the candidate approved
the ad, it would certainly make can-
didates think twice before running neg-
ative ads.

By requiring candidates to take re-
sponsibility, the amendment also helps
the viewer.

It lets the viewer know who is paying
for those ads, not just text that they
have to run up close to the screen to
see.

It gives the viewer some of the infor-
mation that they need as a voter to
make a fully informed decision about
the candidates.

Studies by the Annenberg Center for
Communications have found that ad-
vertising that includes a personal ap-
pearance by the candidate is more ac-
curate, less negative, and is received
more positively by voters.

This amendment also only deals with
ads paid for by candidates.

It does not address the problem of
out of control issue ads.

But one of the things that will hap-
pen as a result of this amendment is
that there will be a clear contrast cre-
ated between ads sponsored by can-
didates and issue ads that are outside
the candidates own control.

This amendment is a step in the
right direction. I am pleased to support
it and I thank my colleagues for offer-
ing it today.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 139

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, in
the underlying bill it is suggested that
there is a codification of the Beck deci-
sion. In fact, it is just the opposite.
McCain-Feingold does not codify Beck;
it eviscerates Beck. The so-called Beck
codification in McCain-Feingold is a
big win for big labor. It does two things
the unions love: No. 1, it will let unions
keep more of the fees nonunion mem-
bers pay to unions, and, No. 2, it will
make it much harder for those seeking
a refund to get one because it takes
away their existing right to pursue re-
lief in Federal court and forces them
into a burdensome, time-consuming,
and hostile administrative process.

The Nickles amendment, of course,
will simply take out the so-called Beck
codification in the underlying McCain-
Feingold bill and go back to the Su-
preme Court. In the Beck decision, the
Supreme Court affirmed a fourth cir-
cuit opinion that objecting nonunion
members required to pay agency fees as
a condition of employment were enti-
tled under section 8 of the National
Labor Relations Act to receive a refund
of the pro rata share of their fees ex-
pended on activities unrelated to the
union’s role as ‘‘exclusive bargaining
representative,”” which consisted of
‘“‘collective bargaining, contract ad-
ministration, and grievance adjust-
ment.”’

The Supreme Court affirmed the
fourth circuit ruling that, as a matter
of law, the fees unrelated to ‘‘collective
bargaining, contract administration,
and grievance adjustment’” that the
unions had to refund to objecting non-
union members, along with any ac-
crued interest, included not only fees
for political and lobbying activities but
also union community service projects,
union charitable donations, union or-
ganizing, supporting strikes by other
unions, and administrative costs re-
lated to the above activities. All of
those items were entitled to be re-
funded to agency shop nonunion mem-
bers who requested such a refund.

In the original Beck case, the court
found that 79 percent of the objecting
nonunion member’s fees had to be re-
funded because only 21 percent was
used for activities related to collective
bargaining, contract administration,
and grievance adjustment.

The Beck provision in McCain-Fein-
gold limits objecting nonunion mem-
bers to getting their fees reduced only
by the pro rata share of such fees spent

The
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on political and lobbying activities
that the union deems ‘‘unrelated to
collective bargaining.”

According to the unions, all of their
activities related to legislation at the
State and Federal level, including
health care, judicial and executive ap-
pointments, as well as most State bal-
lot initiatives, are ‘‘related to collec-
tive bargaining.”” Thus, unions could
continue to use nonmember dues for
such activities under McCain-Feingold,
which is great for them because they
cannot use nonunion member fees for
most of those things under existing
law.

McCain-Feingold will also allow
unions to keep and use the portion of
an objecting nonmember’s agency fees
spent on other activities that the Beck
court affirmed were unrelated to ‘‘col-
lective bargaining, contract adminis-
tration, and grievance adjustment,”
such as a union’s charitable contribu-
tions and a union’s support of a strike
by another union.

Thus, McCain-Feingold’s Beck provi-
sion is really bogus. Instead of codi-
fying Beck, it eviscerates Beck by di-
minishing the scope of the refund the
Supreme Court directed for objecting
nonmembers required to pay agency
fees as a condition of employment.

This is not the only way in which
McCain-Feingold’s bogus Beck provi-
sion is a big gift to big labor. Unions
would also love it if we passed this
bogus Beck provision because it would
close the courthouse doors for non-
union members seeking relief from
confiscation of their dues for purposes
unrelated to collective bargaining, con-
tract negotiation, and grievance ad-
justment.

It does this by stating that a union’s
failure to adhere to the bogus Beck
provision ‘‘shall be an unfair labor
practice’ under the National Labor Re-
lations Act. Unfair labor practice
claims fall within the exclusive juris-
diction of the National Labor Relations
Board.

A recent piece in Roll Call noted
that:

The National Labor Relations Board [has]
for 13 years, under both Republican and
Democratic administrations, displayed an
intense bias against workers who assert
their Beck Rights.

Make no mistake. Saying that non-
union members seeking to enforce
their Beck rights can only pursue an
unfair labor practices claim alters ex-
isting law. Under existing law, non-
union members can pursue an unfair
labor practices claim or they can avoid
the NLRB’s time-consuming, hostile
and burdensome administrative process
by going directly to Federal court
against a labor union.

If we enact the bogus Beck provision
in McCain-Feingold nonunion workers
will no longer be able to go directly to
court and seek judicial enforcement of
their rights as the plaintiff in the
original Beck case did.
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Instead, their only recourse would be
to navigate a tedious, complex and hos-
tile administrative process that, ac-
cording to documents from the NLRB
itself, regularly takes years.

Unions would love this because they
know that giving nonunion members
no alternative to this administrative
process will greatly deter people’s abil-
ity and willingness to seek refunds pur-
suant to Beck.

If we adopt McCain-Feingold’s bogus-
Beck provision, the other portions of
Beck will not remain.

Advocates of McCain-Feingold are
using a completely untrue and baseless
argument to assuage people concerned
about their big gift to big labor in the
form of a bogus-Beck codification.

The argument is: Well, we just want-
ed to focus on the political part of
Beck and, if we pass this, the rest of
Beck will remain.

This is, of course, untrue because
Beck was a decision in which the Su-
preme Court was interpreting a Federal
statute, specifically section 8 of the
National Labor Relations Act.

At the beginning of the Supreme
Court’s decision in Beck, Justice Bren-
nan, the author of the decision, made
clear it was statutory interpretation
case, not a case about a constitutional
right.

Quoting the decision:

The statutory question presented in this
case, then, is whether this financial core in-
cludes the obligation to support union ac-
tivities beyond those germane to collective
bargaining, contract administration, and
grievance adjustment. We think it does not.

And at the end of the case, in stating
the Court’s holding, Justice Brennan
again made clear that Beck was a stat-
utory interpretation case. Again,
quoting from the decision.

We conclude that [section] 8(a)(3) [of the
National Labor Relations Act] . . . author-
izes the exaction of only those fees and dues
necessary to performing the duties of an ex-
clusive bargaining representative.

The significance of the indisputable
fact that Beck was a case in which the
Supreme Court interpreted a statute
enacted by Congress rather than a por-
tion of the Constitution is that any
subsequent codification by Congress in
light of the Court’s interpretation will
completely override the court interpre-
tation.

Every lawyer knows that when a
court interprets a statute and the leg-
islature subsequently enacts a law
clarifying what that statute means, as
the bogus-Beck provision does, the
court’s interpretation is completely
displaced by that statutory action.

Therefore, no serious person can give
any weight to the assertion that some-
how any part of the Supreme Court’s
interpretation of section 8 of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act in Beck will
remain once we pass McCain-Feingold’s
big gift to big labor—the evisceration
of Beck.
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Senator NICKLES, as I indicated, will
be over shortly to speak on this amend-
ment. Even though he may demand a
rollcall vote, we understand that the
proponents of the underlying bill are
prepared to accept or vote for this pro-
vision, and we are glad to hear that.
We think restoring the Beck case to its
original language is certainly appro-
priate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
ager of this bill, Senator DoDD, is off
the floor doing other Senate business.
He told me before he left that he would
not accept this amendment until there
were negotiations. He has a statement
he wishes to make, and there are oth-
ers who wish to speak on this amend-
ment.

In light of the fact that no one is
here, I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask that the time be equally
charged against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will
speak briefly on the pending amend-
ment. I thank my friend and colleague,
Senator MCCONNELL, for sending this
amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator GREGG.

The purpose of this amendment is to
strike the language that is in the bill
on page 35, section 304. Under the bill,
it says ‘‘codification of the Beck deci-
sion.” When I initially heard that Beck
would be codified, I thought that was
good. I support the Beck decision and
would like to see it codified. When I
read the language, I found out it did
not codify the Beck decision. In fact, it
rewrote the Beck decision, undermined
it in many ways, and led me to the con-
clusion that we would be better off
having no language rather than this
language.

I very much appreciate the coopera-
tion I have received from Senator
McCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD, who
have agreed to drop this language, and
as I also mentioned, Senator GREGG
from New Hampshire, who has been
working on this. Actually, we were
both going to fight a big battle to
strike this language. We thought that
once people reviewed this language and
contrasted it to the Beck decision,
they would find out they are not the
same and this wasn’t actually a codi-
fication of the Beck decision in many
different respects.

I am pleased. I think everybody will
be on board for striking this language.
I could go into the details regarding
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the difference in notification in Beck,
because we think all employees, union
and agency fee employees, should be
notified. Under the pending language,
it would only be those who are agency
fee members who would be notified.

The Beck decision was very clear.
The only instances in which a person
would be compelled to contribute
would be when they directly germane
to collective bargaining, contract ad-
ministration, and grievance adjust-
ment. In other words, in those in-
stances that are directly involved in
negotiating contracts, solving enforce-
ment of the contracts, and solving
grievances, then a person would be
compelled to contribute.

Under the language we had in the
pending bill, it was much, much broad-
er than that. Individuals could be com-
pelled to pay in many instances deter-
mined by the union, and what might be
regarded as unrelated to collective bar-
gaining, they might define everything
as related to collective bargaining and
there would be no reimbursements for
employees who went through the re-
fund process.

Again, I think we are better off hav-
ing no language in it than to have the
language that is in section 304. The
purpose of this amendment is to strike
section 304, and I am pleased that our
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
have come to that conclusion.

I look forward to this section being
removed from the bill, making, in my
opinion, a significant improvement in
the underlying legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. F1TZ-
GERALD). The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask time
be charged equally against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the senior Senator
from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD, be rec-
ognized to speak as if in morning busi-
ness for up to 30 minutes, and that the
time be equally charged to both sides
on the underlying amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Democratic whip, Mr.
REID, for his courtesy. He is always
very courteous and attentive to the
needs and wishes of his colleagues. I
also thank the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky, Mr. MCcCONNELL, for
his characteristic courtesy as well.
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May I say I merely sought the floor
because the Senate was in a quorum
and had been in a quorum for quite a
while; otherwise, I would not have
come at this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak out of order, if the time
is being charged to both sides on the
campaign finance legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. BYRD are located
in Today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning
Business.”’)

——————

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001—Continued

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will be
supporting the Nickles amendment be-
cause I think it is the wiser course to
leave this issue at this time to the
courts and to the NLRB.

I will say a few things about the
Beck provision in the bill. I believe
this is a different perspective than
what we have heard from the Senator
from Kentucky. However, we reached
the same conclusion, that it is best to
leave Beck to the courts and to the
NLRB rather than to try to see if we
can distill or characterize the Beck de-
cision at this time.

Mr. President, it was said that the
codification of Beck or the Beck provi-
sion in this bill is the opposite of a
codification. But, Section 304 of
McCain-Feingold goes to the heart of
the Beck decision, that is, whether a
nonunion member can opt out of pay-
ing dues for political activities. The
Supreme Court says ‘‘yes’ in Beck, and
section 304 would make that right to
opt out statutory law. That is the tech-
nical holding in Beck that a nonunion
member in a bargaining unit can opt
out. It is that holding which is at the
heart of Beck which is also at the heart
of the provision in section 304.

We don’t believe section 304 would
make it harder for nonunion members
to exercise their Beck right; that, we
believe, is not the case and we know it
is not the intent.

The National Labor Relations Board
has told unions how they can and
should implement Beck. The NLRB
said in the California Saw and Knife
Works case, in 1995, the following:
First, before a union can require a non-
union member to pay what is called an
agency fee, which is similar to union
dues for a union member, the union
must tell the nonmember employee of
his or her right to object to paying for
activities ‘‘not germane to the union’s
duties as bargaining agent,” and his or
her right to ‘“‘obtain a reduction in fees
for such act.”

The nonmember employee can then
file an objection, and the union must
then charge the nonmember objecting
employee an agency fee reflecting only
that portion of the agency fee that rep-
resents the cost of activities related to
collective bargaining.
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The NLRB also requires that the non-
member objecting employee must also
be given an explanation of the calcula-
tion made by the union, an opportunity
to challenge the calculation, and an
independent arbiter to determine the
challenge.

These requirements have been in
force since 1995 and have been vigor-
ously enforced.

The McCain-Feingold bill incor-
porates both the Beck decision and
that NLRB decision. The McCain-Fein-
gold bill, first, makes it an unfair labor
practice for a union not to provide the
‘““‘objection procedure’ laid out in the
bill for nonmember employees. The ob-
jection procedure in the bill includes
the same elements required by the
NLRB, including annual notice to non-
union employees about the objection
procedure; the persons eligible to in-
voke the procedure; and how, when,
and where an objection can be filed.
The bill provides an opportunity to file
an objection to paying for union ex-
penses ‘‘supporting political activities
unrelated to collective bargaining.”
One opportunity must include filing an
objection by mail and, if an objection
is filed, the reduction in the amount of
the agency fee by an amount that ‘‘rea-
sonably reflects the ratio that the or-
ganization’s expenditures supporting
political activities unrelated to collec-
tive bargaining bears to such organiza-
tion’s total expenditure.”

The union must also provide, as the
NLRB decisions have required, an ex-
planation of the calculations made by
the union, including calculating the
amount of union expenditures sup-
porting political activities unrelated to
collective bargaining.

That is the provision in the McCain-
Feingold bill.

Separate from the provision in the
McCain-Feingold bill, any union em-
ployee who doesn’t want to pay for a
union’s political activity through his
or her membership dues can terminate
his or her membership with the union
and, like an objecting nonunion em-
ployee, seek a reduction in the agency
fee of that sum which represents the
amount spent on political activity.

So I wanted to clarify the provision
in this bill. But our conclusion on the
amendment of Senator NICKLES is real-
ly the same. It is best to leave this de-
termination of the rights of nonunion
members, and the meaning and fleshing
out of the Beck decision relative to
those rights, to the courts and to the
NLRB. It doesn’t belong on this bill.

So we reach the same conclusion. We
don’t have the same analysis of the
wording of the bill and the meaning
and the completeness of it or the accu-
racy of it, obviously. We have dif-
ferences on that. But the conclusion is
the same. The intent of the bill was to
incorporate Beck, but, I think we will
be better served if in fact the bill, then,
is silent on this subject and we leave it
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up to the NLRB and the courts to make
that determination, as to the meaning
and implementation steps for Beck.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
believe after discussions with Senator
DoDD we are ready to announce that
there will be a vote at 3:30. I ask unani-
mous consent that the time between
now and 3:30 be equally divided and
that a vote occur on the Nickles
amendment at that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
yield 4 minutes to my colleague from
Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I also
have no problem with the amendment
proposed by the Senator from OKkla-
homa. I appreciate the opportunity to
meet with him today. He made his
case, and, in a spirit that I hope will
continue to permeate this Chamber, we
listened to what he had to say and
agreed that perhaps the best course, as
the Senator from Michigan suggested,
is to delete this provision from the bill.

I also appreciate the fact the Senator
from Oklahoma has indicated to me, at
least in terms of his amendments on
the bill, that this will conclude the so-
called paycheck protection part of this
debate on campaign finance reform. It
is in recognition of the fact that the
votes are not there to include a pay-
check protection provision that would
be directed only at labor or even ones
that would include both labor and cor-
porations. I appreciate that assurance
from the Senator from Oklahoma be-
cause I know he feels very strongly
about this. But this is the nature of the
process. We do need to move on to
other issues.

There really is no need to debate the
question of whether section 304 does or
does not codify the Beck decision. The
only reason this language is in the bill
is that the Senator from Kentucky and
the majority leader in the past have in-
sisted for years that campaign finance
reform legislation was not complete
without a provision to deal with the
activity of organized labor.

Proponents of that view, of course,
offered the so-called paycheck protec-
tion provision as their solution. In
fact, I remember a few years ago when
we reached an agreement to debate
campaign finance reform, the majority
leader introduced a base bill for that
debate, and his entire bill was the pay-
check protection provision that is not
prevailing in this discussion today.

No changes to our current corrupt
soft money system were proposed—just
paycheck protection. Paycheck protec-
tion—or, as I like to call it, paycheck
deception—has always been a poison
pill for reform. It is an unfair and un-
necessary attack on organized labor.
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But we were willing to include in the
bill a provision that purported to re-
flect current law with respect to fees
paid by nonunion members in lieu of
dues. So we added section 304.

Even though this has been in the
McCain-Feingold bill for 3% years, we
are told that from the point of view of
those who favor paycheck protection,
the current law is preferable to this
section in our bill.

In light of that history, I have no
problem with removing the provision
because the issue really doesn’t belong,
and never really belonged, in the cam-
paign finance legislation. The whole
question of how labor unions collect
and use dues money from their mem-
bers is a matter of Federal labor law,
really, not Federal election law.

I am pleased to support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma. I
think and hope this will bring an end
to the amendments we have seen for
years and years that are aimed at
interfering with the internal workings
of labor unions and the relationship be-
tween a union and its membership.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I support
the amendment. I think it is a good
thing to happen. I think maybe we
have taken way too much time on it
since basically everybody is in agree-
ment.

I point out to my colleagues again,
we still have a lot of pending amend-
ments. We would like to get through
them. There are some of them that will
not take a maximum of 3 hours. There
are some we can complete in a rel-
atively short period of time.

The worst of all worlds is for us to
continue to make the steady progress
we have been making but run out of
time because there are various com-
mitments next week that people have.
So I hope we can not only move for-
ward with the amending process—we
have spent a heck of a lot of time in
quorum calls, and also with, albeit im-
portant, speeches and comments that
do not have anything to do with the
bill, the legislation we are addressing.

Again, I urge my colleagues who have
amendments, please let Senator
MCCONNELL and Senator DODD know so
we can try to set up an orderly process
for completion of the legislation at the
appropriate time next week.

I thank my colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish
to thank Senator MCCAIN and Senator
FEINGOLD for their acceptance of this
amendment. I think it is important to
strike this language, that section 304
which purports to codify the Beck deci-
sion. I will just read a direct quote
from the Beck decision. It says:

The statutory question presented in this
case, is whether this ‘‘financial core” in-
cludes the obligation to support union ac-
tivities beyond those germane to collective
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bargaining, contract administration,
grievance adjustment.

We think it does not. In other words,
what Beck says is the only thing some-
body would have to pay for—have their
dues taken away from them without
their consent—is to pay for negotiation
for contract collective bargaining, con-
tract administration, and grievance
procedures, if someone has a grievance.
That is the only thing. They were very
clear what the language was. And the
reason I and Senator GREGG—who, I
might mention, is a key sponsor—ob-
jected was because this language went
much further.

I didn’t want people to misunder-
stand and say, well, we are codifying
Beck, or we are clarifying and codi-
fying Supreme Court decisions where
basically we would be rewriting the Su-
preme Court decision. That is the rea-
son I raised it. I very much appreciate
the comments of our colleagues who
have said that wasn’t the intent and we
can drop this language.

My colleague from Wisconsin asked
me how many more paycheck amend-
ments there would be. I wrote the pay-
check protection amendment origi-
nally because a union person came to
me and said: I don’t want my money
taken away from me and used for polit-
ical purposes for which I totally dis-
agree.

It happens to be that 40 percent of
union members vote Republican who
don’t agree with some of the national
agenda of their party. This individual
from Claremore, OK, brought it to my
attention. That is the reason I spon-
sored the amendment.

Yesterday there was an amendment
proposed that had a paycheck protec-
tion provision, and, according to the
media, it was completely unworkable.
As Senator KENNEDY pointed out, deal-
ing with corporations and shareholders
is not the same thing. Being a share-
holder is not the same thing as being a
wage earner having money—maybe $25
a month—taken away from their pay-
check. It is not the same thing, wheth-
er you buy shares of General Electric
or Cisco, which may not have been a
good idea the last few months. But,
anyway, there is a difference in being a
shareholder.

I didn’t think that amendment was
workable. Regretfully, I voted against
it. I didn’t want to, but I felt compelled
to because I didn’t think it was work-
able.

I am trying to look at bite-size im-
provements that can be made in this
bill. I think removing this one section
is an improvement in the bill, and I
very much appreciate the cooperation
of my colleagues to support this
amendment. It is not my intention to
offer any other paycheck-related
amendments on this bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, my
colleague, Senator NICKLES, has pro-
posed that we remove Section 304 from

and
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McCain-Feingold. Senator NICKLES has
further committed that this will be the
last amendment he will offer on ques-
tions relating to union use of dues or
fees for political purposes.

Section 304 of McCain-Feingold, enti-
tled ‘“‘Codification of Beck Decision,”
would require unions to establish pro-
cedures for workers to object to paying
dues that would go toward political ac-
tivity. Unions would be required to no-
tify workers of their rights; to reduce
the fees paid by any worker who makes
an objection; and to provide an expla-
nation of their calculations.

Some of my colleagues claim that
Section 304 expands upon and does not,
in fact, codify Beck. My colleague,
Senator MCCONNELL, for example, as-
serts that McCain-Feingold goes be-
yond Beck by authorizing unions to
charge objecting non-members for
things that Beck clearly prohibited,
such as community service projects,
charitable donations, lobbying activi-
ties, and union organizing. Beck, how-
ever, did nothing of the sort.

The precise holding of Beck, and I
quote, is that the National Labor Rela-
tions Act ‘‘authorizes the exaction of
only those fees and dues necessary to
‘performing the duties of an exclusive
representative of the employees in
dealing with the employer on labor-
management issues.’’”” That is it. Con-
sistent with standard practice under
Supreme Court labor law holdings,
Beck left development of all the details
including which expenses are related to
the ‘‘duties of an exclusive representa-
tive,” or what procedures unions must
develop to the National Labor Rela-
tions Board and the courts. It did not
hold that a union’s charitable con-
tributions, organizing expenses and the
like are not related to collective bar-
gaining. Nor did it say that lobbying
activities could not be related to col-
lective bargaining. In fact, in a case
called Lehnert v. Ferris Faculty Asso-
ciation, decided in 1991, the Supreme
Court held precisely the opposite. It
stated that, even under the strict first
amendment standards that apply to
Government employment, objectors
may be charged for ‘‘lobbying activi-
ties relate[d] . . . to the ratification or
implementation of”’ a collective bar-
gaining agreement. My Republican col-
leagues cannot codify their view of
what the law should be by saying that
Beck made it the law. That is simply
not what Beck did.

Some of my colleagues across the
aisle also claim that there is a dif-
ference between the Beck holding—
that unions may require only those
dues necessary to support collective
bargaining—and the McCain-Feingold
formulation—that unions may not re-
quire dues for political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining. This is a
distinction without a difference.

The effects of Beck and McCain-Fein-
gold are exactly the same. The NLRB
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and the courts will interpret the re-
quirements of the law—and their re-
sults will be the same—whether Sec-
tion 304 is included in the bill or not.
Thus, the NLRB and the courts will de-
termine whether payments made by a
union are related to collective bar-
gaining or not. If they are, all employ-
ees must pay for them. If they are not,
then employees who object may opt
out of paying for those costs. Beck sets
this rule and McCain-Feingold codifies
it.

For these reasons, I do not believe
that the Nickles amendment is nec-
essary. Beck will be the law with or
without Section 304 of McCain-Fein-
gold. And since the Beck decision,
close to 13 years ago, every union has
created a procedure to ensure that
dues-paying workers can opt out of a
union’s political expenditures. These
procedures universally involve notice
to workers of the opt-out rights pro-
vided under Beck; establishment of a
means for workers to notify the union
of their decision to exercise these
rights; an accounting by the union of
its spending so that it can calculate
the appropriate fee reduction; and the
right of access to an impartial deci-
sionmaker if the worker who opts out
disagrees with the union’s accounting
or calculations.

So why was Section 304 included in
McCain-Feingold in the first place? It
was included only because my Repub-
lican colleagues wanted additional in-
surance that unions would obey the
law. But as the scores of court cases
and NLRB decisions addressing Beck
issues attest, there are ample means
under existing law to ensure that
unions follow the dictates of the Beck
decision. These means will exist with
or without McCain-Feingold. Unions
will conduct themselves in precisely
the same way whether or not Section
304 of McCain-Feingold is enacted.
Whether we choose McCain-Feingold as
written or Senator NICKLES’ amend-
ment to McCain-Feingold is irrelevant.

So what will happen if we remove
this provision? Absolutely nothing.
Nothing, that is, unless some of my Re-
publican colleagues use this action as
an excuse to introduce yet more
amendments that would prevent unions
from representing the voices of work-
ing families in the political process.
Senator NICKLES has committed that
he will introduce no such amendments,
and I thank him for that. As my friend
Senator FEINGOLD has stated, we have
amply debated—and resoundingly re-
jected—any such paycheck deception
amendments, and we should not waste
this body’s time by endlessly debating,
and rejecting, similar bills.

So let me be clear. If the Senate
votes for the Nickles amendment
today, it will not in any way change
the law that governs union collection
of dues for political purposes. Pay-
check deception supporters may claim
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that the Nickles amendment shows
that supporters of McCain-Feingold
have abandoned dissenting workers or
shown their unwillingness to enforce
Beck rights. This is patently false.

If it is adopted, the Nickles amend-
ment will show that we acknowledge as
all in this body must that unions are
already bound by the same rules that
would govern them if Section 304 were
enacted. My colleagues should not
allow paycheck deception supporters to
twist this basic understanding into an
excuse for advancing their pro-busi-
ness, anti-worker agenda.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of this amendment to
strike Section 304 of this bill, which
pretends to codify the Beck decision. It
does not.

This section must be stricken for the
following reasons. First, it eliminates
the ability of nonunion workers to pur-
sue their claims in court. Under Sec-
tion 304 of this bill, the courthouse
doors will be closed for nonunion mem-
bers seeking relief from confiscation of
their dues for purposes unrelated to
collective bargaining, contract nego-
tiation, and grievance adjustment. In
order to seek recourse through the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, non-
members would be required to navigate
a tedious, complex, and often hostile
process that takes years.

Second, it will legislatively overrule
almost 40 years of decisions of the U.S.
Supreme Court by diminishing the
scope of the refund the Supreme Court
directed for objecting nonmembers re-
quired to pay agency fees. Section 304
limits nonmembers to a reduction in
their agency fees equal only to the ac-
tivities that a union decides are unre-
lated to collective bargaining. In this
case, a union could decide that all of
its activities dealing with legislation
at the State and Federal level, as well
as executive and judicial appointments
or State ballot initiatives, are related
to collective bargaining. Under Section
304, unions could use nonmember dues
for these purposes, which is forbidden
under current law.

Finally, Section 304 would provide
nonmembers with far less protection
and information than under procedural
safeguards that unions have been re-
quired to adopt by the Federal courts.
In this case, Section 304 requires
unions to provide financial information
about its expenditures only to employ-
ees who file an objection. The courts
have held that all nonmembers, not
just objectors, must be provided ade-
quate disclosure of the basis for the
agency fee that they are required to
pay before they object—not after as
under this bill. The courts have also
held that adequate disclosure includes
verification by an independent auditor,
a requirement that S. 27 omits.

This section may have been drafted
with the best of intentions. Neverthe-
less, I believe it would do more harm
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than good. Striking it and keeping the
status quo would be more beneficial to
American workers than this section as
written. Section 304 is not a true codi-
fication of the Beck decision, and this
amendment should be adopted over-
whelmingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague and friend from Oklahoma.

As the Senator from Michigan point-
ed out, this may be not unlike the
amendment yesterday where we are ar-
riving at the same result with maybe a
slightly different rationale for doing so
but the end result produces the same
answer, and this is probably better out
of the bill than in the bill.

Despite the good intentions of Sen-
ator FEINGOLD and Senator MCCAIN, in
their view and in mine, there needs to
be some clarification or codification of
what the Beck decision said. But rath-
er than debate that, that is what is
going on at the NLRB.

The Supreme Court decisions are not
unlike where we craft legislation and
then usually have boilerplate language
that leaves to the respective agencies
the right to make decisions pursuant
to legislative intent. Many times they
do that and we object to what they do;
that it goes beyond what the congres-
sional intent was. That is how Supreme
Court decisions are written, and then it
is up to the NLRB, in this particular
case, to deal with the myriad questions
that come to it as to whether or not
something is in order under the Beck
decision.

The Beck decision says: supporting
political activities unrelated to collec-
tive bargaining. I think that is the lan-
guage of the Beck decision.

All of these various requests come to
them as to whether or not something
falls within that particular sentence.
There is a rich history since the adop-
tion of the Beck decision made by the
NLRB when such questions have come
to them. That is where it belongs.

I think that is what my colleague
from Wisconsin is saying and my col-
league from Oklahoma is saying—in ef-
fect, that we are not really the best
venue for making those decisions. We
best leave it to those who deal with
these matters every day rather than
trying to legislate it.

I agree with the proposal of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma to take this sec-
tion out of the bill. But I wouldn’t
want to characterize this as being ei-
ther bogus Beck or absolutely Beck. I
think we have all come to the conclu-
sion those decisions are best left to the
NLRB.

Some might claim that McCain-Fein-
gold is a bogus-Beck bill. It is not.
McCain-Feingold codifies the Beck
holding, which has been interpreted
through scores of NLRB and court deci-
sions. As Chief Judge Edwards of the
District of Columbia Circuit has ob-
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served, this is appropriate, and pre-
cisely what the Beck court intended; in
his words, ‘‘[i]t is hard to think of a
task more suitable for an administra-
tive agency that specializes in labor re-
lations.” Thomas v. NLRB, 213 F.3d 651,
675 (D.C. Cir. 2000). NLRB decisions im-
plementing Beck have generally been
upheld in the courts.

Beck held that objecting nonmem-
bers have the right to object to the
payment of a portion of their contrac-
tually required agency fees. McCain-
Feingold says the same thing. Whether
they implement Beck or McCain-Fein-
gold, therefore, the NLRB and the
courts will be free to reach the same
results. Nothing in our vote on the
Nickles amendment today should
change their analysis.

I wouldn’t want the RECORD to show
what I hope will be overwhelming sup-
port for the amendment of the Senator
from OKklahoma as anything but that.

Lastly, let me say to my friend from
Oklahoma that I appreciate his state-
ment that we have come to an end, I
hope, of the so-called paycheck protec-
tion amendments. I think we have had
good debates on them. The Senator
from Oklahoma and I agreed yester-
day—I think he was right—as well that
we are getting much too complicated
in some of these efforts dealing with
shareholders, and we felt the same on
the second Hatch amendment where
someone owns a stock for 15 minutes,
and all of a sudden they are going to be
deluged with information about the
campaign’s activities with that par-
ticular company going beyond what we
intend to achieve in legislation.

With that, unless there are others
who want to be heard on this amend-
ment, I am prepared to yield back the
couple of minutes we have. We said 3:30
we would start the vote. We have one
other amendment we are going to con-
sider this afternoon by Senator
LANDRIEU, if that is appropriate with
my friend from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is
appropriate, as the Senator from Ken-
tucky just discussed, for Senator
LANDRIEU to come next.

I am perfectly prepared to yield back
the time on this side, and we will go to
a vote.

Mr. DODD. Do we want a recorded
vote on this?

Mr. NICKLES. A recorded vote.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

All time is yielded, and the question
is on agreeing to the Nickles amend-
ment No. 139.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 45 Leg.]

YEAS—99
Akaka Dorgan Lugar
Allard Durbin McCain
Allen Edwards McConnell
Baucus Ensign Mikulski
Bayh Enzi Miller
Bennett Feingold Murkowski
Biden Feinstein Murray
Bingaman Fitzgerald Nelson (FL)
Bond Frist Nelson (NE)
Boxer Graham Nickles
Breaux Gramm Reed
Brownback Grassley Reid
Bunning Gregg Roberts
Burns Hagel Rockefeller
Byrd Harkin Santorum
Campbell Hatch Sarbanes
Cantwell Helms Schumer
Carnahan Hollings Sessions
Carper Hutchinson Shelby
Chafee Hutchison Smith (NH)
Cleland Inhofe Smith (OR)
Clinton Inouye Snowe
Cochran Jeffords Specter
Collins Johnson Stabenow
Conrad Kerry Stevens
Corzine Kohl Thomas
Craig Kyl Thompson
Crapo Landrieu Thurmond
Daschle Leahy Torricelli
Dayton Levin Voinovich
DeWine Lieberman Warner
Dodd Lincoln Wellstone
Domenici Lott Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kennedy

The amendment (No. 139) was agreed
to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator from Kentucky is recog-
nized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the
next amendment will be on the Demo-
cratic side, offered by Senator
LANDRIEU. We are in the process of
looking at it now. We think it may
well be accepted. Shortly, Senator
LANDRIEU will send that amendment to
the desk and make her statement
about it.

Let me say that after that, Senator
SPECTER will be recognized to offer an
amendment, and Senator DoDD and I
are talking about the possibility of
Senator SPECTER being followed by
Senator HELMS. I believe the majority
leader would like for us to vote a cou-
ple more times tonight. Senators may
expect additional votes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Kentucky has described ap-
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propriately and properly that Senator
LANDRIEU has an amendment. It might
only take 10 minutes to explain the
amendment. We might even hope for a
voice vote rather than having a re-
corded vote on that amendment. I can
tentatively tell my colleague from
Kentucky that with respect to the
Specter amendment, there has been
some discussion about having an hour’s
worth of debate on that.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I have not yet spo-
ken to Senator SPECTER about that. I
will do that shortly.

Mr. DODD. There is an indication
and perhaps a willingness to support
that arrangement, along with the rec-
ommendation of having Senator HELMS
propose an amendment and maybe de-
bate it this evening and make it the
first vote tomorrow. We are discussing
it on this side. I am using the oppor-
tunity to let people know with what I
am going to ask them to agree. It
sounds like a good schedule to me. If
Members have some objection, they
ought to let us know. In the meantime,
we can go to Senator LANDRIEU.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
really appreciate the leadership the
Senator from Connecticut has brought
to this issue. I thank him for providing
time for me to offer this amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 124

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from  Louisiana [Ms.
LANDRIEU] proposes an amendment num-
bered 124.

The amendment reads as follows:

(Purpose: To amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for weekly
reporting by candidates and for prompt
disclosure of contributions, and to make
software for filing reports in electronic
form available)

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:

SEC. 305. ENHANCED REPORTING AND SOFT-

WARE FOR FILING REPORTS.

(a) ENHANCED REPORTING FOR
DIDATES.—

(1) WEEKLY REPORTS.—Section 304(a)(2) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(a)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

¢(2) PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES.—If
the political committee is the principal cam-
paign committee of a candidate for the
House of Representatives or for the Senate,
the treasurer shall file a report for each
week of the election cycle that shall be filed
not later than the 5th day after the last day
of the week and shall be complete as of the
last day of the week.”.

(2) PROMPT DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—
Section 304(a)(6)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)(A)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘of $1,000 or more’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘after the 20th day, but
more than 48 hours before any election’ and
inserting ‘‘during the election cycle’’; and

(C) by striking ‘“‘within 48 hours’ and in-
serting ‘“‘within 24 hours’’.
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(b) SOFTWARE FOR FILING OF REPORTS.—
Section 304(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

*“(12) SOFTWARE FOR FILING OF REPORTS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall—

‘(i) develop software for use to file a des-
ignation, statement, or report in electronic
form under this Act; and

‘(i) make a copy of the software available
to each person required to file a designation,
statement, or report in electronic form
under this Act.

‘“(B) REQUIRED USE.—Any person that
maintains or files a designation, statement,
or report in electronic form under paragraph
(11) or subsection (d) shall use software de-
veloped under subparagraph (A) for such
maintenance or filing.”’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 304(a)(3) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(C) The reports described in this subpara-
graph are as follows:

‘(i) A pre-election report, which shall be
filed no later than the 12th day before (or
posted by registered or certified mail no
later than the 15th day before) any election
in which such candidate is seeking election,
or nomination for election, and which shall
be complete as of the 20th day before such
election.

‘(i) A post-general election report, which
shall be filed no later than the 30th day after
any general election in which such candidate
has sought election, and which shall be com-
plete as of the 20th day after such general
election.

‘“(iii) Additional quarterly reports, which
shall be filed no later than the 15th day after
the last day of each calendar quarter, and
which shall be complete as of the last day of
each calendar quarter: except that the report
for the quarter ending December 31 shall be
filed no later than January 31 of the fol-
lowing calendar year.”’.

(2) Section 304 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(3)(A)—

(i) in each of clauses (i) and (ii)—

(I) by striking ‘‘paragraph (2)(A)({1)” and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (C)(i)”’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘paragraph (2)(A)(ii)”’ and
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (C)(ii)”’; and

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(2)(A)(ii)” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(C)(iii)™;

(B) in each of paragraphs (4)(B) and (5) of
subsection (a), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(2)(A)({)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)(C)(i)’’;
and

(C) in subsection (a)(4)(B), by striking
“paragraph (2)(A)(ii)” and inserting ‘‘para-
graph (3)(C)(i1)”’;

(D) in subsection (a)(8), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (2)(A)(iii)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(3)(C)(iii);

(E) in subsection (a)(9), by striking ‘(2)
or’’; and

(F) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)(2)” and inserting ‘‘subsection
(a)(3)(C)”".

(3) Section 309(b) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘304(a)(2)(A)(iii)” and in-
serting ‘‘304(a)(3)(C)(iii)”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘304(a)(2)(A)(1)”’ and insert-
ing ““304(a)(3)(C)(1)”.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, the
Members are going to be discussing the
details of this amendment because
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there seems to be some confusion with
the text. I want to take a few minutes
to explain it as staff is working on it,
and we may need a little bit more time.

Generally, there is broad consensus,
both on the Republican side and the
Democratic side, that one of the best
things we could do to improve our cur-
rent system is to try to provide for
greater disclosure. One of the great
tools we now have for disclosure is the
electronic medium, the electronic op-
portunity, the tools the Internet and
new technologies have provided.

My amendment really embraces this
new technology. It is quite a simple
amendment. It requires the FEC to de-
velop a standardized software package
that any Federal candidate running for
Federal office would be required to use
in our reporting requirements. The re-
port would basically go on line. Instead
of waiting a quarter, or 6 months, or a
year, or 48 hours, whatever the current
waiting period is, a candidate or a po-
litical committee that is required to
report would basically enter the data
as if he were making deposits—which
we all do—into a bank account. Those
deposits would become transparent.
The report is like a report in progress,
and people would have access to what
contributions were being made to the
candidate—in this case—or to a com-
mittee, basically instantaneously.

That is the essence of my amend-
ment. There is no new reporting re-
quirement. It will hopefully not be on-
erous on us because the FEC will be re-
quired to come up with this new soft-
ware. We will allow them the time to
develop it because we don’t want to
rush the process. We want them to do
it correctly. They would give us the
software, and we would download it
onto our computer, and as checks came
in, as expenses were released by the
campaign, it would be available instan-
taneously on the Internet.

That is the essence of my amend-
ment. We are having a few problems
with the drafting of the amendment.

That is what I offer as an improve-
ment to our current system. We have
reports that we must file. They are
quarterly or annually or, sometimes
when one is close to an election, daily.
This would be instantaneous reporting
with no new work required of the can-
didate or the committees using soft-
ware that will be developed.

That is what I submit for consider-
ation. I am hoping we can voice vote
this amendment as soon as the tech-
nical difficulties are worked out.

I yield back the remainder of my
time, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, what is the
pending business? I believe the pending
business is the Landrieu amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Landrieu
amendment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Landrieu
amendment be temporarily laid aside. I
say to my colleagues, there are efforts
at crafting the language in such a way
as to bring bipartisan support to this
amendment. We think it is a very good
proposal, and we are working on some
of the specifics of it.

While we are doing that, we will go
to the Specter amendment, which I
think is the intention of the manager,
the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is unavoidably
going to be absent from the floor for a
few minutes, so I am going to suggest
the absence of a quorum and we will
proceed to the Specter amendment, I
presume, in about 10 or 15 minutes. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 140

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] proposes an amendment numbered 140.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide findings regarding the

current state of campaign finance laws and

to clarify the definition of electioneering
communication)

On page 7, line 24, after ‘‘and’, insert the
following: ‘“‘which, when read as a whole, in
the context of external events, is unmistak-
able, unambiguous and suggestive of no plau-
sible meaning other than an exhortation to
vote for or against a specific candidate.”

On page 15, line 20, insert the following:

‘(iv) promotes or supports a candidate for
that office, or attacks or opposes a candidate
for that office (regardless of whether the
communication expressly advocates a vote
for or against a candidate) and which, when
read as a whole, and in the context of exter-
nal events, is unmistakable, unambiguous
and suggestive of no plausible meaning other
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than an exhortation to vote for or against a
specific candidate.”

On page 2, after the matter preceding line
1, insert:

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) In the twenty-five years since the 1976
Supreme Court decision in Buckley v. Valeo,
the number and frequency of advertisements
increased dramatically which clearly advo-
cate for or against a specific candidate for
Federal office without magic words such as
‘“‘vote for” or ‘‘vote against’’ as prescribed in
the Buckley decision.

(2) The absence of the magic words from
the Buckley decision has allowed these ad-
vertisements to be viewed as issue advertise-
ments, despite their clear advocacy for or
against the election of a specific candidate
for Federal office.

(3) By avoiding the use of such terms as
‘“‘vote for” and ‘‘vote against,”” special inter-
est groups promote their views and issue po-
sitions in reference to particular elected offi-
cials without triggering the disclosure and
source restrictions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

(4) In 1996, an estimated $135 million was
spent on such issue advertisements; the esti-
mate for 1998 ranged from $275-$340 million;
and, for the 2000 election the estimate for
spending on such advertisements exceeded
$340 million.

(b) If left unchecked, the explosive growth
in the number and frequency of advertise-
ments that are clearly intended to influence
the outcome of Federal elections yet are
masquerading as issue advocacy has the po-
tential to undermine the integrity of the
electoral process.

(6) The Supreme Court in Buckley reviewed
the legislative history and purpose of the
Federal Election Campaign Act and found
that the authorized or requested standard of
the Federal Election Campaign Act operated
to treat all expenditures placed in coopera-
tion with or with the consent of a candidate,
an agent of the candidate, or an authorized
committee of the candidate as contributions
subject to the limitations set forth in the
Act.

(7) During the 1996 Presidential primary
campaign the Clinton Committee and the
Dole Committee both spent millions of dol-
lars in excess of the overall Presidential pri-
mary spending limit that applied to each of
their campaigns, and in doing so, used mil-
lions of dollars in soft money contributions
that could not legally be used directly to
support a Presidential campaign.

(8) The Clinton and Dole Committees made
these campaign expenditures through their
respective national political party commit-
tees, using these party committees as con-
duits to run multi-million dollar television
ad campaigns to support their candidacies.

(9) These television ad campaigns were in
each case prepared, directed, and controlled
by the Clinton and Dole campaigns.

(10) Former Clinton adviser Dick Morris
said in his book about the 1996 elections that
President Clinton worked over every script,
watched each advertisement, and decided
which advertisements would run where and
when.

(11) Then-President Clinton told supporters
at a Democratic National Committee lunch-
eon on December 7, 1995, that, ‘“We realized
that we could run these ads through the
Democratic Party, which meant that we
could raise money in $20,000 and $50,000
blocks. So we didn’t have to do it all in $1,000
and run down what I can spend, which is lim-
ited by law so that is what we’ve done.”
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(12) Among the advertisements coordinated
between the Clinton campaign and the
Democratic National Committee, yet paid
for by the DNC as an issue ad, was one which
contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘60,000 felons and fugitives
tried to buy handguns but couldn’t because
President Clinton passed the Brady bill—five
day waits, background checks. But Dole and
Gingrich voted no. 100,000 new police—be-
cause President Clinton delivered. Dole and
Gingrich? Vote no, want to repeal ’‘em.
Strengthen school anti-drug programs.
President Clinton did it. Dole and Gingrich?
No again. Their old ways don’t work. Presi-
dent Clinton’s plan. The new way. Meeting
our challenges, protecting our values.”’

(13) Another advertisement coordinated be-
tween the Clinton campaign and the DNC
contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘‘America’s values. Head
start. Student loans. Toxic cleanup. Extra
police. Protected in the budget agreement;
the President stood firm. Dole, Gingrich’s
latest plan includes tax hikes on working
families. Up to 18 million children face
health care cuts. Medicare slashed $167 bil-
lion. Then Dole resigns, leaving behind grid-
lock he and Gingrich created. The Presi-
dent’s plan: Politics must wait. Balance the
budget, reform welfare, protect our values.”

(14) Among the advertisements coordinated
between the Dole campaign and the Repub-
lican National Committee, yet paid for by
the RNC as an issue ad, was one which con-
tained the following:

[Announcer] ‘Bill Clinton, he’s really
something. He’s now trying to avoid a sexual
harassment lawsuit claiming he is on active
military duty. Active duty? Newspapers re-
port that Mr. Clinton claims as commander-
in-chief he is covered under the Soldiers and
Sailors Relief Act of 1940, which grants auto-
matic delays in lawsuits against military
personnel until their active duty is over. Ac-
tive duty? Bill Clinton, he’s really some-
thing.”’

(15) Another advertisement coordinated be-
tween the Dole campaign and the RNC con-
tained the following:

[Announcer] ‘“‘Three years ago, Bill Clinton
gave us the largest tax increase in history,
including a 4 cent a gallon increase on gaso-
line. Bill Clinton said he felt bad about it.”

[Clinton] ‘‘People in this room still get
mad at me over the budget process because
you think I raised your taxes too much. It
might surprise you to know I think I raised
them too much, too.”

[Announcer] ‘“‘OK, Mr. President, we are
surprised. So now, surprise us again. Support
Senator Dole’s plan to repeal your gas tax.
And learn that actions do speak louder than
words.”’

(16) Clinton and Dole Committee agents
raised the money used to pay for these so-
called issue ads supporting their respective
candidacies.

(17) These television advertising cam-
paigns, run in the guise of being DNC and
RNC issue ad campaigns, were in fact Clin-
ton and Dole ad campaigns, and accordingly
should have been subject to the contribution
and spending limits that apply to Presi-
dential campaigns.

(18) After reviewing spending in the 1996
Presidential election campaign, auditors for
the Federal Election Commission rec-
ommended that the 1996 Clinton and Dole
campaigns repay $7 million and $17.7 million,
respectively, because the national political
parties had closely coordinated their soft
money issue ads with the respective presi-
dential candidates and accordingly, the ex-
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penditures would be counted against the can-
didates’ spending limits. The repayment rec-
ommendation for the Dole campaign was
subsequently reduced to $6.1 million.

(19) On December 10, 1998, in a 6-0 vote, the
Federal Election Commission rejected its
auditors’ recommendation that the Clinton
and Dole campaigns repay the money.

(20) The pattern of close coordination be-
tween candidates’ campaign committees and
national party committees continued in the
2000 Presidential election .

(21) An advertisement financed by the RNC
contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘“Whose economic plan is best
for you? Under George Bush’s plan, a family
earning under $35,000 a year pays no Federal
income taxes—a 100 percent tax cut. Earn
$35,000 to $50,000? A 55 percent tax cut. Tax
relief for everyone. And Al Gore’s plan: three
times the new spending President Clinton
proposed, so much it wipes out the entire
surplus and creates a deficit again. Al Gore’s
deficit spending plan threatens America’s
prosperity.”’

(22) Another advertisement financed by the
RNC contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘‘Under Clinton-Gore, pre-
scription drug prices have skyrocketed, and
nothing’s been done. George Bush has a plan:
add a prescription drug benefit to Medicare.”’

[George Bush] ‘‘Every senior will have ac-
cess to prescription drug benefits.”

[Announcer] ‘“‘And Al Gore? Gore opposed
bipartisan reform. He’s pushing a big govern-
ment plan that lets Washington bureaucrats
interfere with what your doctors prescribe.
The Gore prescription plan: bureaucrats de-
cide. Bush prescription plan: seniors
choose.”

(23) An advertisement paid for by the DNC
contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘“When the national minimum
wage was raised to $5.15 an hour, Bush did
nothing and kept the Texas minimum wage
at $3.35. Six times the legislature tried to
raise the minimum wage and Bush’s inaction
helped kill it. Now Bush says he’d allow
states to set a minimum wage lower than the
Federal standard. Al Gore’s plan: Make sure
our current prosperity enriches not just a
few, but all families. Increase the minimum
wage, invest in education, middle-class tax
cuts and a secure retirement.”

(24) Another advertisement paid for by the
DNC contained the following:

[Announcer] ‘“‘George W. Bush chose Dick
Cheney to help lead the Republican party.
What does Cheney’s record say about their
plans? Cheney was one of only eight mem-
bers of Congress to oppose the Clean Water
Act * * * one of the few to vote against Head
Start.

He even voted against the School Lunch
Program * * * against health insurance for
people who lost their jobs. Cheney, an oil
company CEO, said it was good for OPEC to
cut production so oil and gasoline prices
could rise. What are their plans for working
families?”’

(25) On January 21, 2000, the Supreme Court
in Nixon v. Shrink Missouri Government
PAC noted, ‘“‘In speaking of ‘improper influ-
ence’ and ‘opportunities for abuse’ in addi-
tion to ‘quid pro quo arrangements,” we rec-
ognized a concern to the broader threat from
politicians too compliant with the wishes of
large contributors.”

(26) The details of corruption and the pub-
lic perception of the appearance of corrup-
tion have been documented in a flood of
books, including:

(A) Backroom Politics: How Your Local
Politicians Work, Why Your Government
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Doesn’t, and What You Can Do About It, by
Bill and Nancy Boyarsky (1974);

(B) The Pressure Boys: The Inside Story of
Lobbying in America, by Kenneth Crawford
(1974);

(C) The American Way of Graft: A Study of
Corruption in State and Local Government,
How it Happens and What Can Be Done
About it, by George Amick (1976);

(D) Politics and Money: The New road to
Corruption, by Elizabeth Drew (1983);

(E) The Threat From Within: Unethical
Politics and Politicians, by Michael
Kroenwetter (1986);

(F) The Best Congress Money Can Buy, by
Philip M. Stern (1988);

(G) Combating Fraud and Corruption in
the Public Sector, by Peter Jones (1993);

(H) The Decline and Fall of the American
Empire: Corruption, Decadence, and the
American Dream, by Tony Bouza (1996);

(I) The Pursuit of Absolute Integrity: How
Corruption Control Makes Government Inef-
fective, by Frank Anechiarico and James B.
Jacobs (1996);

(J) The Political Racket: Deceit, Self-In-
terest, and Corruption in American Politics,
by Martin L. Gross (1996).

(K) Below the Beltway: Money, Power, and
Sex in Bill Clinton’s Washington, by John L.
Jackley (1996);

(L) End Legalized Bribery: An Ex-Con-
gressman’s Proposal to Clean Up Congress,
by Cecil Heftel (1998);

(M) Year of the Rat: How Bill Clinton Com-
promised U.S. Security for Chinese Cash, by
Edward Timperlake and William C. Triplett,
IT (1998);

(N) The Corruption of American Politics:
What Went Wrong and Why, by Elizabeth
Drew (1999);

(O) Corruption, Public Finances, and the
Unofficial Economy, by Simon Johnson,
Daniel Kaufmann, and Pablo Zoido-Lobatoon
(1999); and

(P) Party Finance and Political Corrup-
tion, edited by Robert Williams (2000);

(27) The Washington Post reported on Sep-
tember 15, 2000 that a group of Texas trial
lawyers with whom former Vice President
Gore met in 1995, contributed thousands of
dollars to the Democrats after President
Clinton vetoed legislation that would have
strictly limited the amount of damages ju-
ries can award to plaintiffs in civil lawsuits.

(28) According to an article in the March
26, 2001 edition of U.S. News and World Re-
port, labor-related groups—which count on
their Democratic allies for support on issues
such as the minimum wage that are impor-
tant to unions—spent more than $83.5 mil-
lion in the 2000 elections, with 94 percent
going to Democrats, prompting some labor
figures to brag that without labor’s money,
the election would not have been nearly as
close.

(29) A New York Times editorial from
March 16, 2001, observed that ‘‘Business in-
terests generously supported Republicans in
the last election and are now reaping the re-
wards. President Bush and Republican Con-
gressional leaders have moved to rescind new
Labor Department ergonomics rules aimed
at fostering a safer workplace, largely be-
cause business considered them too costly.
Congress is also revising bankruptcy law in a
way long sought by major financial institu-
tions that gave Republicans $26 million in
the last election cycle.”

(30) A New York Times article, from March
13, 2001, noted that ‘‘A lobbying campaign led
by credit card companies and banks that
gave millions of dollars in political dona-
tions to members of Congress and contrib-
uted generously to President Bush’s 2000
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campaign is close to its long-sought goal of
overhauling the nation’s bankruptcy sys-
tem.”

(31) According to a Washington Post arti-
cle from March 11, 2001, when congressional
GOP leaders took control of the final writing
of the bankruptcy bill, they consulted close-
ly with representatives of the American Fi-
nancial Services Association and the Coali-
tion for Responsible Bankruptcy, which rep-
resented dozens of corporations and trade
groups. The 442-page bill contained hundreds
of provisions written or backed by lobbyists
for financial industry giants.

(32) It has become common practice to re-
ward big campaign donors with ambassador-
ships, with an informal policy dating back to
the 1960s allocating about 30 percent of the
nation’s ambassadorships to non-career ap-
pointees. According to a Knight Rider article
from November 13, 1997, former President
Nixon once told his White House Chief of
Staff that ‘“‘Anybody who wants to be an am-
bassador must at leave give $250,000."’

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this
amendment does two things. It sets
forth findings which I believe are indis-
pensable in order to have legislation
which will pass review by the Supreme
Court of the United States. In recent
years, the Supreme Court has stricken
a great deal of congressional legisla-
tion starting with Lopez in 1995, upset-
ting 60 years of solid precedents for
Federal legislation under the Com-
merce Clause, and has invalidated on
constitutional grounds, substantial
legislation—the Disabilities Act, the
provision of the Violence Against
Women Act—on the basis that there is
insufficient factual foundation. This
amendment seeks to provide findings
to pass constitutional muster. I shall
deal with them in detail in this floor
statement. Second, this amendment
deals with the definition of what is an
advocacy ad contrasted with an issue
ad.

The provision in the pending legisla-
tion, McCain-Feingold, says it is the
purpose of this provision to try to es-
tablish a test which will pass constitu-
tional muster under the decision of the
Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo. It
may be that this definition is sufficient
to pass constitutional muster. It is ar-
guable.

It may be that this definition is not
sufficient to pass constitutional mus-
ter. That is also arguable.

The Supreme Court of the United
States in Buckley, in 1976, said this:

In order to preserve the provision against
invalidation on vagueness grounds, section
601(e)(1) must be construed to apply only to
expenditures for communications that, in ex-
press terms, advocate the election or defeat
of a clearly identified candidate for Federal
office.

Then the Supreme Court drops a
footnote which says:

This construction would restrict the appli-
cation of 608(e)(1) to communications con-
taining express words of advocacy of election
or defeat such as ‘‘vote for,” ‘‘elect,” ‘‘sup-
port,” ‘‘cast your ballot for,” ‘“Smith for
Congress,” ‘‘vote against,” ‘‘defeat,” ‘‘re-
ject.”
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On its face, it seems difficult to see
how the language from McCain-Fein-
gold, in and of itself, would satisfy the
mandate articulated by the Supreme
Court of having language such as ‘‘vote
for, elect, support,’”’ et cetera, which is
straightforward and unequivocal in ex-
pressing a view for the election of a
candidate or the defeat of a candidate.

Constitutional interpretation is com-
plicated because different members of
the nine-person Supreme Court see the
issues differently, and especially at dif-
ferent times. A great deal has happened
in the electoral process, with hard
money and soft money and so-called
issue ads, so that it is possible that a
court, looking at this language in a dif-
ferent era and in a different context,
might say that it is constitutional.

From my view of the Constitution, it
is hard to see that that would happen
just on the face of the language which
I have read.

There is one opinion in a court of ap-
peals, ninth circuit. Of course, the
courts of appeals are right under the
Supreme Court. It is a case which has
articulated a different definition. The
case is the Furgatch case, and that
case said that the ad is an advocacy ad
if the ‘‘message is unmistakable, un-
ambiguous, suggestive of only one
plausible meaning.”’

This is a very complicated field and
unless you have read the cases and/or
followed this debate very closely, it is
hard to put all the pieces in place to
understand the statutory and constitu-
tional structure. But the rule has been
if you have an advocacy ad, then it can
be regulated by legislation. But if you
have an issue ad, it cannot be regulated
by legislation. Even with some advo-
cacy ads—according to the Supreme
Court decision in F.E.C. v Massachu-
setts Citizens For Life Committee—
regulation doesn’t pass constitutional
muster because it is too much of an in-
fringement on freedom of speech. The
Court has set the ground rules to say
that there must be corruption or the
appearance of corruption which would
warrant an infringement on first
amendment rights of freedom of
speech. And the Court has equated
money with speech.

To my thinking, that is a far stretch.
I agree with Justice Stevens that the
conclusion that money is speech is un-
reasonable because it so elevates
money and what money can do in the
electoral process.

But, in any event, unless you have
express advocacy under the Buckley
decision, you cannot have any regula-
tion at all.

The amendment which I am offering
today would take the Furgatch lan-
guage and add it as an additional defi-
nition of what constitutes an advocacy
ad. This language builds upon and does
not in any way change the provisions
of McCain-Feingold. And we do not ad-
dress any other issue in this amend-
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ment as to who is covered or what the
circumstances are, so that we have all
the controversy about individuals, cor-
porations, labor unions, or whatever—
McCain-Feingold is left untouched. All
we are doing is adding to the definition
of an electioneering message to provide
a solid basis for Supreme Court review
to conclude that this legislation would
deal with advocacy ads.

The language in the amendment
traces the language of Furgatch, and
provides that there is an electioneering
message which ‘“promotes or supports a
candidate for that office, or attacks or
opposes a candidate for that office (re-
gardless of whether the communication
expressly advocates a vote for or
against the candidate.)”

The language I just read is existing
in McCain-Feingold. The additional
language is ‘‘and which, when read as a
whole, and in the context of external
events’’—that means what is happening
in an election—‘‘is unmistakable, un-
ambiguous, and suggestive of no plau-
sible meaning other than an exhor-
tation to vote for or against a specific
candidate.”

What does that mean in the context
of what has happened in the Presi-
dential elections of 1996 and the year
2000?

In 1996, the Democratic National
Committee—I am going to come to Re-
publican ads because this amendment
is balanced between what Republicans
have done and what Democrats have
done in a way which is critical on all
sides.

I start first with the President Clin-
ton advertisements run by Democratic
National Committee. The announcer
comes on and says:

60,000 felons and fugitives tried to buy
handguns but couldn’t because President
Clinton passed the Brady bill—five day
waits, background checks. But Dole and
Gingrich voted no. 100,000 new police—be-
cause President Clinton delivered. Dole and
Gingrich? Vote no, want to repeal ’em.
Strengthen school anti-drug programs.
President Clinton did it. Dole and Gingrich?
No again. Their old ways don’t work. Presi-
dent Clinton’s plan . . .

As that advertisement is being read,
any person listening would say that is
an ad which advocates the election of
President Clinton and advocates the
defeat of Robert Dole.

But under the interpretations of
Buckley v. Valeo, because the magic
words ‘‘vote for’’ or ‘‘vote against’ are
not used, that is deemed to be an issue
ad and is not subject to the limitations
of the Federal election campaign laws.

Then turning to one of the advertise-
ments coordinated between Senator
Dole and the Republican National Com-
mittee, the announcer comes on:

“Three years ago, Bill Clinton gave us the
largest tax increase in history, including a 4
cent a gallon increase on gasoline. Bill Clin-
ton said he felt bad about it.”

[Clinton] ‘“‘People in this room still get
mad at me over the budget process because
you think I raised your taxes too much. It
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might surprise you to know I think I raised
them too much, too.”

[Announcer] ‘“OK, Mr. President, we are
surprised. So now, surprise us again. Support
Senator Dole’s plan to repeal your gas tax.
And learn that actions do speak louder than
words.”

Obviously, anybody listening to that
advertisement would say it advocates
the election of Senator Dole and it ad-
vocates the defeat of President Clinton.
But that is not the result.

The result under Buckley is that it is
an issue ad, even though coordinated
between the Clinton campaign and the
Democratic National Committee; and
then the other ad coordinated between
Senator Dole’s campaign and the Re-
publican National Committee. They
are issue ads and not subject to Federal
regulation.

Then the same pattern emerges in
the election in the year 2000. An adver-
tisement paid for by the Democratic
National Committee said the following:

George W. Bush chose Dick Cheney to help
lead the Republican party. What does Che-
ney’s record say about their plans? Cheney
was one of only eight members of Congress
to oppose the Clean Water Act . . . one of the
few to vote against Head Start. He even
voted against the School Lunch Program
. . . against health insurance for people who
lost their jobs. Cheney, an oil company CEO,
said it was good for OPEC to cut production
so o0il and gasoline prices could rise. What
are their plans for working families?

Anybody listening to that television
ad would say conclusively that the pur-
pose of the ad was to defeat Mr. CHE-
NEY, and to elect the Gore-Lieberman
ticket. But, under the Supreme Court
decision in Buckley, that is considered
to be an issue ad and not subject to
regulation.

How in the world can there be issue
advocacy in advertisements which take
up the Clean Water Act passed many
years ago, or the Head Start Program,
which is no longer in issue, or the
school lunch program, or health insur-
ance for people who lost their jobs?
Those matters long since ceased to be
issues. But, notwithstanding that, they
are categorized as issue ads and not ad-
vocacy ads where the only purpose
would be to advocate the defeat of DICK
CHENEY for Vice President and the de-
feat of the Bush-Cheney ticket.

Under my amendment and the lan-
guage of Furgatch, there would be no
doubt that that message is ‘unmistak-
able, unambiguous, and suggestive of
only one plausible meaning.”’

The ads of the Republican National
Committee were similarly directed to
defeat the Gore-Lieberman ticket.

This is an illustrative ad by the Re-
publican National Committee.

[Announcer] ‘Under Clinton-Gore, pre-
scription drug prices have skyrocketed, and
nothing’s been done. George Bush has a plan:
add a prescription drug benefit to Medicare.”

[George Bush] ‘“Every senior will have ac-
cess to prescription drug benefits.”

[Announcer] ‘“‘And Al Gore? Gore opposed
bipartisan reform. He’s pushing a big govern-
ment plan that lets Washington bureaucrats
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interfere with what your doctors prescribe.
The Gore prescription plan: bureaucrats de-
cide. Bush prescription plan: seniors
choose.”

Obviously, that is an ad which advo-
cates the election of George Bush and
advocates the defeat of Vice President
Gore. But under the Buckley decision,
that would be an issue ad and not sub-
ject to Federal regulation.

The findings set forth in my amend-
ment recite the essential facts of how
the candidates coordinated these ad-
vertisements with their parties.

Findings 7, 8, and 9, starting on page
2, line 29, recites:

During the 1996 Presidential primary cam-
paign the Clinton Committee and the Dole
Committee both spent millions of dollars in
excess of the overall Presidential primary
spending limit that applied to each of their
campaigns, and in doing so, used millions of
dollars in soft money contributions that
could not legally be used directly to support
a Presidential campaign.

The Clinton and Dole Committees made
these campaign expenditures through their
respective national political party commit-
tees, using these party committees as con-
duits to run multi-million dollar television
ad campaigns to support their candidacies.

These television ad campaigns were in each
case prepared, directed, and controlled by
the Clinton and Dole campaigns.

And finding 10, page 3, line 13:

Former Clinton adviser Dick Morris said in
his book about the 1996 elections that Presi-
dent Clinton worked over every script,
watched each advertisement, and decided
which advertisements would run where and
when.

Finding 11, page 3, line 17:

Then-President Clinton told supporters at
a Democratic National Committee luncheon
on December 7, 1995, that, ‘“We realized that
we could run these ads through the Demo-
cratic Party, which meant that we could
raise money in $20,000 and $50,000 blocks. So
we didn’t have to do it all in $1,000 and run
down what I can spend, which is limited by
law so that is what we’ve done.”

There is no doubt about the fact of
coordination when it comes from the
mouth of the Presidential candidate,
President Clinton, running for reelec-
tion and from Dick Morris, his cam-
paign manager.

Findings 18, 19, and 20, starting on
page 5, line 9, recites:

After reviewing spending in the 1996 Presi-
dential election campaign, auditors for the
Federal Election Commission recommended
that the 1996 Clinton and Dole campaigns
repay $7 million and $17.7 million, respec-
tively, because the national political parties
had closely coordinated their soft money
issue ads with the respective presidential
candidates and, accordingly, the expendi-
tures would be counted against the can-
didates’ spending limits. The repayment rec-
ommendation for the Dole campaign was
subsequently reduced to $6.1 million.

On December 10, 1998, on a 6-0 vote, the
Federal Election Commission rejected its
auditors’ recommendation that the Clinton
and Dole campaigns repay the money.

The pattern of close coordination between
candidates’ campaign committees and na-
tional party committees continued in the
2000 Presidential election.
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The Supreme Court of the United
States, in Buckley v. Valeo, made a
conclusive finding that such controlled
or coordinated expenditures are treated
as contributions rather than expendi-
tures under the Act.

But notwithstanding that clear-cut
statement of law, when the Federal
Election Commission picked up the
issue and had a decision to make, the
Federal Election Commission said that
there was not a violation of the Fed-
eral election law.

The findings go into some detail
about the experience of the 25 years
since the 1976 decision of Buckley v.
Valeo on the number and frequency of
advertisements which avoid being ad-
vocacy ads because they leave out the
magic words.

We recite the finding that in 1996
there was an estimated $135 million
spent on these so-called issue adver-
tisements. The estimate for 1998 ranged
from $275 to $340 million. And for the
2000 election, the estimate for spending
on such advertisements exceeded $340
million.

In Buckley v. Valeo, the Supreme
Court of the United States said that
legislation affecting campaign con-
tributions would be based on corrup-
tion or the appearance of corruption.
Since the Buckley decision was de-
cided, there have been many books
written documenting the details of cor-
ruption and the public perception of
the appearance of corruption. It is not
a cottage industry; it is a major na-
tional industry.

Last year, the year 2000, a book was
edited by Robert Williams entitled
“Party Finance and Political Corrup-
tion.”

In 1999, a book was published ‘‘Cor-
ruption, Public Finances, and the Unof-
ficial Economy,” by Johnson, Kauf-
mann and Zoido-Lobatoon.

In 1999, an incisive book entitled
“The Corruption of American Politics:
What Went Wrong and Why”’ was writ-
ten by Elizabeth Drew, tracing the
Governmental Affairs hearings in 1997.

In 1998, a book was written by
Timperlake and Triplett entitled,
“Year of the Ra